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1.0INTRODUCT ION

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Taos Field Office (TAFO) proposes to approve a Travel
Management Plan (TMP) for Horsethief Mesa, an area of 2,060.5 acres within the Rio Grande del Norte
National Monument and Taos Plateau Travel Management Area ),Tdnd designate a transportation
network of motorized and nemotorized routesHorsethief Mesa is located approximately two miles

north of Arroyo Hondo, New Mexico, just west of NM Highway 522 adghcent taCarson National

Forest. The rim of the RiGrande gorge defines the western extent of the mesa.

The TMP has been prepared considering extensive public and agency input. The intent of the plan is to
establish a comprehensive travel network, meeting both current and future access negublic the

lands in this area while minimizing effects on sensitive resources. The plan identifies a system of roads,
primitive roads, and trails, and the terms for their use and maintenance. Additionally, it identifies public
access and outlines the propo$ailities that would be developed for recreational use. The travel

network identified in the proposed TMP is comprised of both motorized anrthotwrized routes.

The termmotorizedvehicle, for the purposes of this Environmental Assessment (EARdsEMous

with off-highway vehicle (OHV). Examples of this type of vehicle includaeatain vehicles (ATV),

Utility Type Vehicle (UTV), Sport Utility Vehicle (SUV), motorcycle, and snowmobiles.

OHV is synonymous with OfRoad Vehicl§ ORV). ORV is definedn 43 CFR 8340.% (a): Offroad

vehicle means any motorized vehicle capable of, or designed for, travel on or immediately over land,
water, or other natural terrain, excluding: 1) Any +amnphibious registered motorboat; 2) Any military,

fire, emergencyor law enforcement vehicle while being used for emergency purposes; 3) Any vehicle
whose use is expressly authorized by the authorized officer, or otherwise officially approved; 4) Vehicles
in official use; and 5) Any combat or combat support vehicle wised in times of national defense
emergencies. OHVs generally include dirt motorcycles, dune buggies, jegpsehidrive vehicles,

SUVs, overthe-snow vehicles, UTVs and ATVs.

For the purposes of thBA andT MP, t h e tisde used fo reteutmads) primitive roads,

primitive routes, trails, temporary routes, and transportation linear disturbances which are defined in the
BLM Travel and Transportation Handbook (BLM 2012a) and Appendi&akonyms, Glossary,

References

This EA provides analysis @f no action alternative and four actalternatives considered during the
travel management planning process, in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
and other Federal and State goals, policies, lasegulations, including but not limited to:

Travel and Transportation Handbook (BLM 2012a);

Travel and Transportation Manual (BLM 2016a);

Land Use Planning Handbook (BLM 2005);

National Mountain Bicycling Strategic Action Plan (BLM 2002);

National Managment Strategy for Motorized Gifighway Vehicle Use on Public Lands (BLM

2001); and

Executive Orders 11644/11989; and

Secretarybés Order 3376 Increasing Recreational
(SO 3376).

1.1 Background

Federal agencies adaected to manage travel uses on public lands through Executive Orders (EO) 11644
and 11989, which have been incorporated into the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) under 43 CFR

= =4 =8 -8 -9

= =
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8342.1. These EOs and Secretarial Orders 3362, 3356, 3347, and 3376idesglimcAppendiE. The
TaosResource Management Plan (RMP) (BLM 2012b) prasadanagement guidance for the Taos
Plateau TMA

The TMA includes 2,060.5 acres of Bl-&&iministered land located within Horsethief Mesa, which lies
within Rio Grande delNorte National Monument north of Arroyo Hondo, New Mexico. These land use
planning decisions must be considered in any travel management planning decisions. Lands within
Horsethief Mesa are administered by Blhile adjacent land includdd.S. Forest Serge (USFS) and
private landownersThe BLM, in collaboration with USFS, has prepared this document to include a road
segment on the Carson National Forest from New Mexico (NM) Highway (Hwy) 522. Also provided for
is a conceptual route of the previoushypeapred Rio Grande Trail, which extends onto Carson National
Forest.

The planwould designate each route as OHV open, limited, or closed in a manneotiidiminimize
impacts to resourcesThe oute designationslefined in Section 2.1.2 of this EAvould address
unauthorized route proliferation with rehabilitation, enforcenmemd public educationln addition, the
planwould determine route maintenance level$ie BLM would close and rehabilitate illegal and social
routesspecified in the actionss well as routes that are redundant or causing resource damage after the
TMP is signed.

1.2 Purpose and Need

The purpose of this action is to provide a comprehensive network of routes to accommodate a variety of
users and types of vehicles within Horsethief Mesa. This action is needed to meet public demands for
more recreation opportunities in a manner that jpies/for the protection of the objects and values for

which the Rio Grande del Norte National Monument was establidheatidition, legal public access and
adequate, developed parking is needed to provide for improved and contained parking that acesmmodat
all trail user typesnd eliminates trespass on private property and roads

Public demand is increasing on public lands in Taos Cdontyew trails targeting specific outcomes

such as risk and challenge by mountain bikersdiattd accommodate a vaty of trail users. A TMP is
needed to meet public demandsrfuore traitbased recreational opportunities develoea systematic
manner that provides for the protection of the Monument objects and values.

Over the past two decades, Horsethief dMieas become increasingly popular for recreation. As a result,
unauthorizedrails andmotorizedrouteshave been creatdyy varioususers whichhasimpactdresource
values anatonditions.The availability and popularity of OHVs, mountain bikes, alettric bicycles (e
bikes) has created an increased demand for public land use and access, which could further adversely
affect resourceif travel management planning does not occur

The public currently accessEarsethief Mesaither acrosgrivate landn the southern portion of the

area or througlindeveloped USFS land thenortheasterportion of the area froliM Hwy 522. The
unfettered and unauthorized access to the Horsethief Mesa area has resulted in private progrsrty ow
installing signs to direct users away from private roads and adding small dirt speed bumps to control the
speed of motorized vehicleslsers either park oprivate landn the southern portion of the area or on
theNM Hwy 522 shoulder near TaosCouwnty transfer stationFrequently, vehicles get locked in behind

the transfer statiogateafter hours. Authorized access and adequate, developed and maintained parking
are needed to accommodate the current levels of use.

BLM HorsethiefMesaTravel ManagemerRlan Decenber 2021
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1.3 Plan Conformance

The BLM currenty manages Horsethief Mesa under the 2012 Taos RMP, which providetfongoals
specific to the TAHoGdh&ef Mes $sonlyrasneab pordifiess thansl pescent)
of theTaos Plateau TMP, but the area is ripe for management ptafarireasons explained above.

The alternatives presented in this EA are consistent with the goals and objectiveBaafSRBIP for the

Taos Plateau, including travel and transportation goals. The following applicable travel and transportation
goals ad objectives for the TAFO and the Taos Plateau TMA, which includes the Horsethief Mesa area,

are presented in Section 2.2.8 of the RMP, Transportation and Aslcésghat the RMP goal

terminology includes reference to trails and roads, while this EAtu¢es t er m firout eso as
Section 1.Gabove and in thBLM Travel and Transportation Manual

Goals for Transportation and Access
1 Provide reasonable access to public lands for multiple uses in a manner consistent with the goals
andobjectives of all resources and other opportunities.
1 Work collaboratively with the public, including tribal, State and local governments, special
interest groups, and individuals to develop an appropriate transportation system on public lands,
including mdorized and nommotorized recreational trails.

Objectives for Transportation and Access
9 Use criteria to guide the designation of routes in areas limited to designated roads, or use of roads
in areas limited to existing roads, which will consider:

1. The desed future condition for access (if different from the planning unit as a whole).

2. Whether or not the road provides access to an important destination, to private, State, or
other Federal lands, or is critical for particular activities.

3. Road and trail deiity to support goals related to conservation of scenic quality or
sensitive habitat management; or to accommodate certain uses. For sensitive habitat, limit
roads and trails to an average of 0.5 mile of road per square mile. In areas identified for
motorized recreation use, a high density might exceed 2 miles of road per square mile.

4. Reclamation of redundant roads or roads that no longer serve their intended purpose to
achieve road density objectives and reduce habitat fragmentation, while maintaining road
network connectivity.

5. Conditions to be identified in the road inventory process that will require mitigation, such
as routes that are alongside or within riparian areas or routes in areas with cultural or
paleontological resources. Mitigation might includeouting, redesign of routes (e.qg.,
riparian area crossings to minimize downstream sedimentation), or fencing of resources.

6. Maintenance standards to determine where work is needed to reduce damage to the land,
such as installing culverts where flood dgmaecurs or filling in lowying areadi.e.,
mud holes}o eliminate the need for users to create new routes to avoid the area.

1 Monitor use to determine if the road network requires modification to improve access or protect
resources.

To follow aregoals and objectives from the Taos RMP (2012) for recreation that are pertinent to this plan
and that are also relevant to travel management planning:

Goals:
1 Provide a diversity of settings where visitors may have the opportunity to realize their personal
expectations or goals while engaging in a variety of activities in the outdoors.
1 Provide high quality recreation opportunities and experiences.
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Environmental Assessment 1-9



1 Manage for appropriate levels of use, facilities, management and services, and administrative

controls in eachecreation area. Balance public demand, protection of resources, setting
objectives, and fiscal responsibility.

Management Prescriptions for the Taos Plateau Extensive Recreation Management Area (ERMA), which

includes Horsethief Mesa:

1 Contain and definegsking if needed to prevent disturbance to and protect resources in areas such

as Las Mestenas (also known as Horsethief Mesa).
1 Maintain Horsethief Trail.

The BLM currently manages this area to provide an open setting with minimal to no facilities. ERMAs
offer a variety of dispersed recreation activities through custodial recreation management to resolve use

conflicts and provide for visitor safety and resource protection.

Theaction alternatives amdsoconsistent with the Presidential Proclamation ¢Rimation 8946)

designating Rio Grande del Norte National Monument (signed March 25, 2013) and BLM Manual 6220,
which provides guidance on managing components
System. The Proclamation affords protections for fdanument objects: geology, ecological diversity,
wildlife habitat, and cultural resources. Each object is considered in this EA, though some are summarily

dismissed from detailed analysis with a rationdieaddition, historical usesuch aguelwood rarvesting
and pinyon collectioican continue under the Monument designation.

1.4 Identification of Issues

Extensive public input was gathered and documented to devel&#thed TMP Route designations
and alternatives were evaluated during the puiniolvement procesghis process and other public
participationefforts aredescribed in Chapter 4 of this EA.

1.4.1 Relevant Issues

Table 11 presents key resource/resource use issues identified for Horsethief Mesa that were carried
forward for analysis. Resote/resource use issues and effects are analyzed in Chapters 3 and 4 of this

EA, respectively.

Table 1-1 Key IssuesAssociated withthe Action Alternatives

Resource/Resource Use

Issue Statement

Cultural resourcés

How would designatioand managemewf existing routes and construction ¢
non-motorized routethrough implementation of the TMPpact cultural
resources and their management?

How would reasonable and potentially increased public access and recrea
impact cultural resoges?

Recreation

How would designation and management of existing routes and constructi
nonrmotorized routes through implementation of the Tisipact various
recreation opportunitiegxperiencesand public land access

Soil resources

How would designation and mareagent of existing routes and construction |
nonrmotorized routes through implementation of the Tispact soil
resources, including biological soil crusts?

Transportation and access

How would designation and management of existing routes and constructij
nonrmotorized routes through implementation of the Tidipact public
motorized and nomotorized accesandadjoining private property access?
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Resource/Resource Use

Issue Statement

Vegetation communities,
special staus plant species,
andinvasive,non-native plant
specie$

How would designation and management of existing routes and constructii
non-motorized routes through implementation of the Timipact vegetation
communities BLM special status plant speciesS{SS) andthe distribution and
spread of invasive, nemative plant speciés

Visual resources

How would designation and management of existing routes and constructij
nonrmotorized routes through implementation of the Tidipact visual
resources?

Wildlife resources

How would designation and management of existing routes and constructij
non-motorized routes through implementation of the Tiwhpact wildlife,
including raptors and other migratory bird specieg game and small game
speciesandspecial status wildlife species?

1Resources relevant to the stewardship of established Mon@hgats, including geological, ecological, and cultural resources

occurring within the Rio Grande Del Norte National Monument.

1.4.2 Resources and Resource Uses Dismissed from Detailed Analysis

A list of resources that are outside the scope of the TMP or addressed through administrative or policy

action is provided iTable 2. Some resources were considered but not analyzed because of

inconsistencies with existing laws, higHevel management direction, or because they were beyond the

scope of the purpose and goals of this EA.

Table 1-2 Resources and Resource Uses not Anabgin Detail in this EA

Resource/Resource Use

Rationale for Dismissing

Air and atmospheric values

Air and atmospheric values would not be affected by the alternatives to
degree that detailed analysis is requikednstruction emissions would be

temporay and limited to the proposed trailhead areas while constructior
activities occur.

Concern (ACEC)

Areas of Critical Environmental | Horsethief Mesa remains part of the Taos Plateau ACEC, a designatior

applied to the area prior to tlestablishment of the National Monument.
The designation provides management protection to certain relevant ar
important values, which includes wildlife values, special status species,
scenic quality, and other values. These values are considered and, as
appropriate, analyzed under their respective issue statements. (See Ta
1)

aquatic speciés

Fish, aquatic, and special status| There would be no impact to aquatic species or special status aquatic s

from implementation of the MP and proposettailhead parking area

Forestry and woodland products| Forestry and woodland products (fuelwood) gathering would not be affe

(fuelwood) by implementation othe TMP and proposed trailhead parking at@any
measurablelegree that detailed analysisnarranted
Geology No geologic resources would be impacted by implementation of the TM

and proposed trailhead parking area

Land tenure and withdrawals

Land acquisition and withdrawal may occur within Horsethief Mesa;
however, these activities would not be affectednyylementation othe
TMP and proposed trailhead parking areaa degree that detailed analys
is required.

Lands with wilderness
charateristics

No lands within Horsethief Mesa have been determined to contain
wilderness characteristics. An inventory conducted in preparation for th
Taos ROD and RMP found the area did not meet the criteria for having
wilderness characteristics.

Livestockgrazing

Livestock grazing is naturrentlypermittedwithin Horsethief Mesa.

National Historic or Scenic Trail§ No known National Historic or Scenic Trails exist within Horsethief Mes
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Resource/Resource Use Rationale for Dismissing
Paleontological resources Paleontological resources would not fieeted byimplementation othe
TMP and proposed trailhead parking atea degree that detailed analysis
required. The TAFO paleontology coordinator and the BLM regional
paleontologist assessed the Horsethief Mesa area and determined that
mappedyeological units are classified as Potential Fossil Yield Classes
(PFYC) 2 or 3 and demonstrated no evidence of fossils.

Scenic Byways No Scenic Byways exist within Horsethief Mesa.

Social and economic conditions | Measurablehanges to local social or econornanditions in Horsethief
Mesa de to implementation of the TM&d proposed trailhead parking af
would not be expected.

Surface water resources, wetlan| No structures would be built within surface water, wetlands, or floodplai

and floodplains and implementation of the TMé&hd proposed trailhead parking aveauld
not alter these areas to a degree that detailed analysis is required.

Threatened and endangered pla| There are ndederally listedthreatened or endangered plant species
spedest documented in the Horsethief Mesa a®iaM Sensitive plant species are
discussed in Section 3.5 of this EA.

Threatened and endangered A total of five federally listed wildlifespecies/subspecies with potential to

wildlife species: occur in Horsethief Mesa were identified from the USFWS Information,
Canada lynxl(ynx rufug Planning, and Consultation System (IPaC) system report for the area
Mexican spotted owlgtrix (USFWS 2020a). Analysis of these species and their habitats indicates
occidentalis lucida suitalde habitat for them, especially breeding habitat, is not present in

New Mexico meadow jumping | Horsethief Mesa. No designated critical habitat exists in Horsethief Mes
mouse Zapus hudsonius luteus | These species do not have potential to occur in the area and implemen
Southwestern willow flycatcher | of the TMP and proposed trailhead kiag areawould have no effect on
(Empidonax traillii extimus them.

Western yellowbilled cuckoo
(Coccyzus american)is
Water quality (ground) There would be no impact to ground water hydrology from implementat
of theTMP and proposed trailhead parking ar€he establishment of a
designated travel network would not impact grourader quality because
implementation of the TMP woulonly result in surface disturbances.

Wild and Scenic Rivers (WSR) | The outstandingly remarkable valugfthe Rio Grande Wild and Scenic
River, which include scenic quality, cultural resources, and wildlife valu
are evaluated under their respective resources. Thédwiag character of
the river would not baffected,as routes designations are onlyrige
considered beyond the rim of the river gorge, \ablbve the ordinarigh-
watermark The designation of existing routes within the river corridor
which extends % mile both directions from the centerline of the river, ar
limited to those beyond thiém of the gorge out of sight of the riveGuch
designations are allowable withivild segments of a designated Wild and
Scenic River corridor. For these reasan$yild and Scenic Rivers Act
Section 7 evaluation is not warranted, dmel impacts to th Wild and
ScenicRiver designation are not further analyzed.

Wilderness No Wildernessreas exist within Horsethief Mesa.
Wilderness Study Areas No Wilderness Study Areas exist within Horsethief Mesa.
Wildland fire management Wildland fire management is not expected to be impacted by route

designations or implementation of the TMRd proposed trailhead parking
area Emergency fire suppression activities are an authorized use.

1Resources relevant to the stewardship of established Rio é&SbeidNorte Monumentbjects including geological, ecological,
and cultural resources occurring within the Rio Grande Del Norte National Monument.
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2.0ALTERNATIVES

Routes within the Taos Plateau TMA travel network were evaluated in 2017 and were inclusive of
Horsethief Mesa route$he route evaluation for Horsethief Mesa reconsidered past alternatives and
modified them as described in this EA (Sections 2.1 througjhThe TAFO proposes to approve a TMP

for Horsethief Mesa and designate a transportation network of motorized antbtanized routes in the
areaFive management alternatives were considered in the development of this analysis, including a No
Action akernative andour action alternatives.

The action alternatives were developed with careful consideration of administrative actionandoals
objectives from the Taos RMP (BLM 2012b), NEPA interdisciplinary team (ID Team) input, and public
comment during the route evaluation process and scoping process. Relevant guidance and management
goals for Horsethief Mesa were integrated into theoaditernatives. While each action alternative

would result in varying route networks and designatites alternatives followhe prescriptions outlined

in the Taos RMP (BLM 2012b). THEMP is presented in its entirety in AppendioBthis EA and on the
BLM6s ePlanning website.

The route inventory and evaluation processes are described in the TMP. Each route requires adherence to
43 CFR 8342.1, which stipulates criteria for route designation. These criteria are outlined in the TMP.
During the route evaation process, each existing route segment on Bldkhinistered land was

considered for designation as open, limited, or closed based on 43 CFR 8342.1 and the evaluation criteria
for Horsethief MesaAppendix C).In addition, new routes were proposed dgrihe route evaluation,

and scoping processes.

2.1 Elements Common to All Action Alternatives

Elements of the TMP (Appendix B), including the sign plan, monitoring, enforcement, and adaptive
management programs, and implementation of priority actions vieutdplemented under all action
alternatives. Furthermore, access and trailhead parking would be considered in each action alternative.
Camping would be allowed within trailheadShooting firearms would not be permitted within 150 yards
of a developed meation site, designated campsite or occupied area, which includes trailhead parking
areas, per federal regulations (61 Federal Register 21479, Ta®&s included throughout this Ee
sourced fromBLM 2020 GIS route data, unless otherwise noted. Any discrepancies in total rows are due
to rounding of numbers to one decimal point.

2.1.1 Adaptive DecisionMaking

The BLM would apply an adaptive approachhe implementation of the action alternatives. The
adaptive approach allows the BLM to adjust its decisions on certain components of the TMP if future
conditions identified through monitoring activitidsat maywarrant adjustment to thdmplementation.

In generalthe BLM would be monitoring (a) resa conditions and (b) usevelsand the efficacy of
meeting use demarasa basis for considering adjustments through this adaptive approach

Specific measurethe BLM may apply if conditions warrant include the following:

1 If new routesor other surfae disturbancare determined through surveys or consultation with
Tribes, USFSWor SHPO tgotentiallycause unacceptable impatisesourcesoutes would
beeitherrerouted to avoid resources or precluded from developamehtemoved from thinal
milage See Section 2.7.1 regarding approach to cultesdurces

1 If monitoringwith a vehiclecounterdemonstratethatHorsethiefMesais receivingsubstantial
increasediseduringthecritical big gamewinter habitatperiodfrom Januaryl throughApril 30,
the BLM may conductthresholdstudiesto determinef it shouldcloseandgatethe accessoadat
Hwy 522.
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1 If the development oDption 1trailhead is inadequate for meeting public demand for parking or
is insufficient for avoiding sier conflicts, thei®ption 2 trailheadmay also be develope&kee
Section 2.1.2 below.

1 Easements may also be pursued with private property oandfsr another road use agreement
may be made with Carson National Forest for additional access to Horsethief Mesa, if necessary,
to resolve user conflicts

1 Trail segments built without BLNuthorizatioror social trails created through useuid be
docunented analosed immediately upon discovery.

2.1.2 Public Parking and Access

Legalaccess angublic parking are integral to the purpose and rieethis plan, asliscussed in Section
1.2. TheBLM has planned and designed tdeveloped recreatidmailhead ogions (Figures 21 and
2.1-2). Yearround oad &cesson USFSlandsto both trailhead options would require coordination with
USFS througla separate environmental planning effand would involvea road use agreement
instrumenton existing routes through Carson National Forésarlong public access to either trailhead
option would require improvement of existing USFS roaigdressed in this ESee Figures 2:1 and
2.1-2 for detailed design drawingsRoad access construmii would include surfacing with pit run and
crusher fines and placement of culverts.

1 TrailheadOption1 (Figure 2.11) would be locatedlongan existing route within Horsethief
Mesaand would allow for themooth flow of traffic and accesEhis trailheadoption would
encompasapproximately2.2 acresTrailheadOption1 would require widening dheaccess
route toimprovepublic accesand wouldrequire surveys to determine potential resovataes
ahead of constructionConstructiorwouldincludepull-through and heath parking spaces and
placement of fire ringéor designated camp spurs onigamping would be closed within a ¥4
mile of the trailheadsexcept within the designatimampsites A vault toiletwould also be
included The trailhead surfacgould be hardened with pit run and crusher fines.

1 TrailheadOption2 (Figure 2.12) would be located within the footprint of an existiligturbed
area. It wouldencompasapproximately & acres and would Hecatedcloser to the County
transfer station and private propefijne cegree of developmentonstruction activitiesand
campingopportunities andestrictionswould be the same #sose proposed undep@on 1.
Option 2 would connect to existing USB&d BLMroutes througlagency coordination and a
separate USF&nvironmental planning effart

In addition to trailhead options, the BLM is consideririfyseasomparking locations outside of

Horsethief Mesagjust off NM Highway 522right-of-way on USFS landFigure 3.62). Off-season

parking wouldprovide aralternateparking during winter months whextcess teéhe Option 1 or 2
trailneadmay not bepassable Off-seasorparking location 1 wouléncompasapproximately 0.029

acres, anaff-seasorparking location 2 wouléncompasapproximately 0.023 acre.heseyearround
alternateparking locations would require additional coordination with USFSaxandd be aradded

feature of aoad use agreemefur route access through the Carson National Fo@8tseasorparking
locationswould include up tdour parking spaces each amduld besurfaced with pit run and crusher
finessANo Par ki ngo signage may be placed allleng t he
current location of th&@aosCounty transfer station gate would be moved up the existing road just past the
alternative parking areas in order to allow access.
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Route Designation Categories

Four action alternatives (Alternatives B, C, D, andvg)e developed usirthe categories listed below
through the route evaluation process. Limited designation can apply to one or a combination of the
specific management actions described below.

OHV Open
1 OHV Openwould allowall types of motorized vehicle use at all timese{lare subject to the
operating regulations and vehicle standards set forth in 43 CFR 8341 and 8342, and may require
additional management actions, such as routine maintenance and improvédmnsecategory of
routes would also allow all modes of nomtolized transportation and nenechanized
transportation, such as hiking and horseback ridihglso includes the use oflitkes.

Limited Route Categories:

9 Limited NonMotorizedwould allow all modes of nemotorized and mechanized travel, such as
hiking, horseback riding, and bicycles.

9 Limited Hikingroutes would allow pedestrian, fetavel only.

9 Limited to Administrativeand AuthorizedJse official use by BLM employees and agency
representatives during the course of their duties. Accessnsotorized use by BLM,
permittees, private property ownavigh authorized useand other uses as approved by the
Authorized Officer. Normechanizedravel, such as hiking and horseback riding, would be
permitted unless otherwise specifiefee Section 2.1.5 for a detailed description of
Administrative Use and Authorized Use.

Closed Route Categories
1 Closed/Decommissionedutes would not allow use @HVs or noamotorized transportation.
Routes designated for closure would no longer be considered a part of the route network within
Horsethief Mesa. Route closures are discussed in more detail in Sectboof 2nis EA.
1 Closed/Decommissioned (To Be &®éed)routes would be closed due to a variety of reasons,
such as resource impact or route redundafiocgse routes would be replaced by a proposed
reroutethat mitigates impacts or avoids conflicts of use or resources

2.1.3 Minor Realignments

Each of the aabin alternatives could include minor route adjustments to avoid sensitiveoaredgjate
resource issues such as erosidmpacts are identified in the future. Minor realignments of the route
network would beonsiderednaintenance actions under the TMP, consistent with the BLM NEPA
Handbook (BLM 2008a).

2.1.4 Route Closures

TheBLM strategy for restoring closed/decommissioned or unauthorized travel routes would be
accomplished as time and funding pern@ommunication of raie closures and methods for restoration
of closed routes are discussed in more detail in the T&G¥herally, these methods include:

91 Signs installed throughout the Horsethief Mesa area to mark authorized routes and uses, closures
and to post other reguiabs.

9 Physical barriers or obstructions, such as gates, fencing, or scattered rocks, may be installed to
discourage use of@dosedroute

1 Camouflaging may be employed to disguise a closed rdigehniques include screening with
natural features and deadd downed vegetation

91 Physical route closures including ripping, recontourargl reseeding may be utilized to control
erosion or prevent continued use of a closed route.
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1 Passive restoratiomvhich includes reseeding, camouflaging, and othermechanzed methods,
may be implemented and could incorporate natural features to close the route to motorized and
mechanized uses.

Per 43 CFR 8341.2 (a), if it is determined that OHVs are causing, or would cause, considerable adverse
effects to resources along a route, the affected area would be immediately closed to the type(s) of OHVs
causing the adverse effects until the effeatsediminated and measures are implemented to prevent
recurrence. These temporary closures would not prevent designation of the route in accordance with 43
CFR 8342. These areas would not be opened to the type(s) of OHVs for which they were closed unless
the Authorized Officer determines that the adverse effects have been eliminated and measures have been
implemented to prevent recurrence.

2.1.5 Authorizations

Travel management route designations would not affect valid existing rights for permitted uses, including
ROWSs, County or State roads, fuelwood permits or current easements. Routes designated as limited to
authorized and administrative use only are al&jestito seasonal closures, vehicle size class restrictions,
and ongoing monitoringPerSection 2.2.8 of th&daosRMP, emergency access will be allowed in all

areas.

AdministrativeUse as described in BLM Manual 16Z6cludes the following authorizedccess

ATr avel related access for official use by BLM em
their duties. Access is for resource management and administrative purposes and may include fire
suppression, cadastral surveys, permitgieance, law enforcement, and resource monitoring or other

access needed to administer Bichvhinaged lands or use@BLM 2016a). The 2012 Taos RMP further

describes authorized administrative accesshgular access for rescue purposes, law enforcewrent,

firefighting; to provide reasonable access for permitted activities; for the exercise of valid existing rights

(e.g., powerline infrastructure access); for restoration work required after a fire; or to remove unneeded
structures such as fences (BLM 20).2

AuthorizedUsei ncl udes #ATr avel rel ated access for users a
approved. Access may include motorized access for permittees, lessees or other authorized users, along

with approved access across Biddministered public lands fothwer state and federal agencGié¢BLM

2016a).

Under each of the action alternatives, the BLM would continue to consider granting @O extent
consistent with the Presidential Proclamation that established the Monuttdpnot) granting new

ROWs, asociated roads or vehicular access routes would automatically be incorporated into the TMP on
a caseby-case basifollowing additional NEPA analysis

The BLM would collaborate with USFS to secure legal access to Horsethief Mesa through Carson
National Forest. The analysis of impacts from road use, parking, and motorized trails on National Forest
System lands is included in this EA atethbe used by the USFS to make a future decision and authorize
a road use agreement instrument for access on the Q¥aional Forest USFS would prepareraad

use agreement instrumedot the access ro&s) as part othat collaboration

2.1.6 Electric Bikes (e-Bikes)

Secretarial Order (S.0.) 3376 was released on August 29, Z0&0rder instructed all Department of
the Interior (DOI) agencies to developmposed rule to revise 43 CFR 8348.0A final rule was
adopted on December 2, 2020. Where certain critezian@t and an authorized officer has expressly
determined, this rulellows authorized officers discretion to issue a decision to exetode=s from the
definition of OHVs or motorized vehicles andtteatthemthe same aegularbike when these change
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have been evaluated in compliance with NEFAO. 3376 and the final rule do not supersede existing
laws and regulationsncluding the Presidential Proclamation that established Rio Grande del Norte
National Monument.Since mplementation is to be csistent with governing laws and regulatiptie
BLM is consideringe-bikesonly on OHV Open routesvhich areroutesopen to motorized vehicles and
all other uses. Use oflitkes would be prohibited on routes limited to foatorized or mechanized use.
Restrictions to crossountry travel continue to apply tebéke use.

2.1.7 Cultural Resources

TheBLM has consulted with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHIR@)phased cultural

resources inventory strategyfulfill the process required by Sectiofi6lof the National Historic

Preservation Act (NHPA). The nature and extent of this consultation is defined in the 2014 State Protocol
Agreement between the New Mexico BLM and the New Mexico State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO), which was developeddiose consultation with the SHPO and other consulting parties.

A cultural sensitivity model was developed during the 2017 Route Evaluation process and may be useful
in identifying additional survey wori consultation with the SHPOFourteen miles of existing routes

have been inventoried for cultural resources te.d@rior to implementation of new routes or the

designation of existing routes as open or limited, the areas of potential effect (APEs) will be subject to
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA; 54 U.S.C. §306108) and its
implementing regulations (36 CFR 800)he alignmentlength and numbersf proposed routes are

subject to change, depending on the outcome of additional surveys and consultation for impacts to
sensitive resource€onstruction and implementation of new esitvould be completed as part of a
subsequent decisiemaking process based on this EA or, if necessary, additional, supplemental analysis.

2.1.8 Seasonal and Spatial Wildlife Restrictions

Seasonal and spatial restrictions to protect wildlife species, spetied species, and important habitats
would occur under each of the action alternativ@stveys would be conducted prior to any new surface
disturbances (not previously surveyed) to determine the presence of BLM Sensitive Planasgecies
nesting migratoy birds if disturbance occurs during the primary nesting season of May 1 through July 31.

These restrictions would apply to construction, maintenance, and surface disturbing activities in
Horsethief Mesa. Table 21l presents these restrictions and treations where they would appllso
see Table 3:5 for a full list of raptor species.)

Table 2.11 Seasonal and Spatial Restrictions Under the Action Alternativés

Species Habitat Seasonal/Spatial Location
Restriction
Big-game Critical WinterHabitat January 1 to April 30 Throughout most of
Horsethief Mesa.
Golden eagle Nesting sites January 1 August 31; | Along Rio Grande gorge
.5-mile buffer rim
Migratory birds All communities May1 through July 31 | Throughout Horsethief
Mesa
Ri pl| ey 6 s | Sagebrush, pinyejuniper woodland, | No new routes withi®d0 | Areas with actively
and Gambel oak thickets in ponderog feetof actively growing | growing plants
pine forests; 7,008,250 feet in plants
elevation
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Species

Habitat

Seasonal/Spatial
Restriction

Location

Spell enbe
springparsley

Basalt boulders that cover much of th
Taos Plateau and form caprock along
canyons rims, soils derived from
metamorphic rock or in sandy draws,
and open pifiofjuniper woodland or
Douglas firponderosa pine forest at
elevations 06,2068,800 ft.

No new routes withis0
feetof actively growing
plants

Areas with actively
growing plants

Clipped wild
buckwheat

Sandy or gypseous limestone ridges
and edges of mesas, such as the Rig
Grande Gorge, in pifiejuniper
woodlands at elevatns of 6,8267,540
ft

No new routes withib0
feetof actively growing
plants

Areas with actively
growing plants

Gunni sond
dog

Grassland

Long duration activities
will not be allowed
within 0.25 mile from
(February 15 Junelb).
Short duratioractivities
will be limited to the
spatial buffer zone
outside of the boundary
of the occupied prairie
dog colony and will not
occur within the
occupied colony
between April 1 and
September 15.

Potential prairie dog
habitatwithin Horsethief
Mesa

1Scientfic names are provided in Chapter 3.

2.1.9 Design Features

Seasonal limitationsfor the protection of critical big gamebreeding andwinter range:

1 The BLM would not encourage, promote, or enhance use of the area January 1 through April 30.

Roads would not bplowed ormaintainedby the BLM, and vault toileteandcampsites would be

closed.

1 Specialrecreatiorpermits(SRPs) folarge groups oeventswould not be permitted January 1
through April 30

1 No surfacedisturbingactivities,includingthe constructioror maintenancef roads trails, or
parkingsurfacesvould occurJanuary I April 30. For administrative purposes) axception
may be made to trail maintenance activities involving hand tools.

Seasonal and spatial restrictiongnd protocol for the protection of migratory birds, raptors, and
BLM Sensitive Species:

1 Any surface disturbing activitgluring the primarnesting season of May 1 through July 31
including trail maintenance with hand tools and proposed special gwenidsl requireprior
coordination with the BLMwildlife biologist.

1 For active Golden Eagle nests along the rim ofl0§January I August31):.

o0 No trail construction.

0 Special recreation permits (SRPs) ffange groups oevents would not be permitted for

use of the area January 1 through August 31.

9 For all other raptor speciesee Section 3.7.5.
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T Presabhsence surrvegwi rwodi | @dr ibeer to:any new trail
0 Long duration activities will not be allowed within 0.25 mile from (February 15
Junel5). Short duration activities will be limited to the spatial buffer zone outside of the
boundary of the occupied praigleg colony and will not occur within the occupied
colony between April 1 and September 15.

o Areas with actively growing mil kowwebedd/ host p
avoi de dfoobbpffem 50

o I f habitat f or Rspripdpasey er clippedilét buekivhedis,fourlda o s
during preconstruction surveys, no new routes within af& buffers of actively
growing plants.

Trail construction guidelines: The following basic guidelines shld be used to avoid soil loss, erosion,
and damage to the trail tread surface:

1 Overall trail grade should be less than half the side slope to keep water from running down the
trail. Average grade or running slope should be 10 percent or less.

1 Avoid maximum grades over 1% percent for more than 10 feet in length.
1 Incorporate grade reversals on climbs to keep water off the trail.
9 Use a 35 percent cross slope on tread surface.

Prescriptions for Tree Retention and Removatluring Trail Constructio n and Maintenance:

PRESCRIPTION for Tree Retention:

T Trails should avoi d c o rsandrewudd acoondingiyi otderion 2406 o f
allow tree growing room over time and to plan for good visibditglsafety for trail users.

9 Trail locatiors would avoidtreeso v e r 160 dbh/ drc and shou,Jd retai
unless visibly declining in health

1 No limbing of trees in iitial trail construction.(Limbing makes trees more vulnerable to pest
infestation) If trees are present on a proposed trail route and the trail cannot be rerouted due
slope retention avoahce the treexx 1 6 0 shdull bedremoved entirely.

1 Larger diameter trees (Pifion/JunipeQuid be given leave preference over smaller diameter
trees of the same species.

f No standi ng dealdbetcut,erder to lvoest snal éecruitwent.

1 No deciduous (nowoniferous), nofinvasive trees wuld beremoved.

PRESCRIPTION for Tree Removal, where needed:
9 All stumps would be cut flush, within three inches of the ground. The only exception to this is if

cutting the stump that close to the grourmliid damage the chainsaw; then cut stump asaoa
flat as possible.

9 All thinned trees wuld be limbed and the heavy fuels (gierahan 3 inches in diameterpuld
be bucked up to a maximum of gpot sectionsmay be removed from the recreational aned
would bemade available for public fuelwood perraitdharvest.

INSPECTION AND MEASUREMENT

9 Inspections wuld be conducted by BLM Taos Forester to ensure stump height requirement is
met and that heavy fuels have been removed from the site.

Limitations on Camping:
1 No dispersed campingitliin ¥2 mile of the trailhead parking adévelopectamping areas.
9 Camping igestricted to7 days or less
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9 No dispersed camping or camping viitkleveloped campsitémetween January 1 and April 1

General:

1 Horsethief Mesa would continue to be available for hiking off trail exaterean area is
otherwise signed (e.g., to prevent soil erosaisturbance to cryptobiotic soilst to allow for

rehabilitation).

1 Mechanized travel (i.e., use of bicycles) mited to routes where OHV use is allowed and to
trails specifically designated for mechanized use.
1 TheBLM requires the use of certified weéeke straw and hay on all public landsd ¢eaning
out of horse trailers is not permitted.

2.2 Alternative Comparison

Tables2.2-1 and 2.22 provide an overview and comparison of route designations across alternatives.

Alternatives are presented separately in the following sections.

Table 2.21 Open and Limited Route Designations by Alternative (Miles)

Designation Alternative | Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
A B C D E

OHV Open 2943 0.0 6.98 1144 6.34
Limited Non-Motorized 0.0 11.e2 12.9 1245 1135
Limited to Hiking 0.0 0.14 0.30 0.3 0.30
Limited to Administrative and 0.0 165 1.09 1.84 1.80
Authorized Users

Proposed (OHV Open) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.25
Proposed 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1393
(Limited Non-Motorized)

Proposed Reroute 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.98
(Limited Non-Motorized)

Total 2943 1341 2087 26.03 35.%

Table 2.2-2 Closed Routeduy Alternative (Miles)
Designation Alternative | Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
A B C D E

Closed/Decommissioned 0.0 16.02 8.56 3.40 8.1
Closed/Decommissioned 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5
(To Be Rerouted)

Total 0.0 16.02 8.56 3.40 9.65

2.3 Alternative A i No Action

The No Action Alternative represents the existing route inventory. Alternative A would maintain existing
conditions and management of the inventoried network and continue the current balance of use and
resource developemt. It serves as the baseline of the existing, unmanaged environment where impacts

from motorized and nemotorized travel are unchecked and often unacceptable. Some routes are
duplicate, not welbuited to the topography, and have caused major erosion.

Alternative A maintains existing access and use patterns and offers minimal restrictions on use type. This
is the least restrictive alternative. No new routes, improvements, or closures would occur under this

alternative The 2943 miles evaluated as ampaf this alternative would remain open to all modes of
travel. No trailheads would be developed to address a latdgafaccess or parkingrFigure 2.31
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presents an overview of Alternative A&Xisting route mileages for Alternative A are showiT ables
2.221 and 2.22.

2.4 Alternative B (Resource Protection)

Alternative B would provide the greatest extent of resource protection, allowing ontpatornized route
use. This alternative would protect sensitive vegetation and wildlife habitats, miningzeefreation, and
would maximize protection of known cultural sites. There would be no OHV use allowed under this
alternative.No new routes are proposed under Alternativedyever a trailhead parking area would be
developed ©ption 1 orOption 2) to provide public access to Horsethief Mdsigure 2.41 presents an
overview of Alternative B. Tables 2#4and 2.42 present the mileage of each type of route designation
underAlternative B.

Alternative B would decrease route density by closid®2dmiles Additionally, 165 miles of routes
would be designated Limited to Administratiaed AuthorizedJse. 11.62 miles of the Horsethief Mesa
Trail singletrack loopidentified in the 201Zaos RMPwould be designated Limiteédon-Motorized.

No new routes or reroutes would be considered under this alternitiveever, the existing climber
access route is incorporated as .14 miles of Limited Hiking.

Table 24-1 Open and Limited Route Designations under Alternative B

Designation Miles Percent of Total
OHV Open 0.0 0
Limited Non-Motorized 11.e 87
Limited Hiking 0.14 1
Limited to Administrative and Authorized Users 165 12
Total 1341 100

Table 24-2 Closed Routes by Alternative (Miles)

Designation Miles Percent of Total
Closed/Decommissioned 16.02 100
Closed/Decommissioned 0.0 0
(To Be Rerouted) )

Total 16.02 100
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2.5 Alternative C i Balanced

Alternative C would provide a system that maintains recreation and access balanced with resource
protection, restoration, and enhancement. Alternative C would reduce route redundancy and habitat
fragmentation, as well as offer additional protectmaengtive resources. Recreation opportunities
would be improved by providing a more efficient route network. Figurd Dfesents an overview of
Alternative C. Tables 2:% and 2.52 presents the mileage of each type of route designation under
Alternative C.

Alternative C would decrease route density through the closuré®frles of routes.Alternative C
would designaté.98miles as OHV Ope® opento all modes of travel includingnotorized vehicles and
e-bikes,hiking, horsebackand biking MileagedesignateasLimited Hiking would be .30 mileswhich
would includeclimbing access to the southern rislternative C would limit 109 miles toLimited to
Administrative andi\uthorizedUser.

There are no proposed routes under Alternative C, howeaéhead Option 1 or Option 2 would be
developed to provide public access to Horsethief Mesa.

Table 2.51 Open and Limited Route Designationsinder Alternative C

Designation Miles Percent of Total
OHV Open 6.98 33
Limited Non-Motorized 12.9 60
Limited Hiking 0.30 1
Limited to AdministrativeUse 1.09 5
Total 2087 100

Table 25-2 Closed Routesunder Alternative C

Designation Miles Percent of Total
Closed/Decommissioned 856 100
Closed/Decommissioned 0.0 0
(To Be Rerouted) )
Total 856 100

2.6 Alternative D T Access

Alternative D proposes a route network that emphasizes access and use of resources and services. This
alternative maximizes motorized opportunities and public access to the existing transpsytationand
provides minimal restrictions on type of routeUrigure 2.61 presents an overview of Alternatilze

Tables 2.61 and 2.€2 present the mileage of each type of route designation under Alternative D.

Alternative D woulddesignatel 144 milesas OHV Opefl opento all modes of travel including
motorized vehicleande-bikes,hiking, horsebackand biking. Approximately 1.8 miles of routes would
beLimited toAdministrative andAuthorizedUser, and 3.@miles of routes would be closedlon
mechanized use, such as hiking and horseback ridmgovibe allowed anywhere on tHesignated
Horsethief Mesa route netwqréxcept horseback riding is excluded from trails designated as Limited
Hiking. Mechanizeduse, mountain biking, would be allowed on all routes designateidiéted Non
Motorized andOHV Open No new routes are proposed under AlternatiyadveverTrailheadOption

1 orOption 2would be developetb provide public access to Horsethief Mesa.
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Table 26-1 Open and Limited Route Designationsinder Alternative D

Designation Miles Percent of Total
Limited Non-Motorized 1245 48
Limited Hiking 0.30 1
Limited to Administrative and Authorized Users 1.8 7
Total 26.03 100

Table 26-2 Closed Routesunder Alternative D

Designation Miles Percent of Total
Closed/Decommissioned 3.40 100
Closed/Decommissioned 00 0
(To Be Rerouted) |
Total 3.40 100

2.7 Alternative E 7 Expanded Route Network

In October 2019, thEnchanted Circle Trails AssociatisnbmittedanInventory and Conceptual Trails

Plan (2019) that merged the existing Horsethief Mesa route networklvéfiroposed recreationahils.

In cooperation with other local user groups, this proposal made recommendations for route designations
based on the collaborative BLM and Internationalain Bicycling Association (IMBA) document,
Guidelines for a Quality Trail Experien¢eMBA 2016). Figure 2.71 presents an overview of

Alternative E. Tables 2:I and 2.72 present the route designation mileages under Alternative E.

TheBLM evaluwstedthe routes proposed in theventory and Conceptual Trails PI4R019) as
Alternative E. This alternative would incorporate the route designation decisions from Alternative C and
would designate proposed routes using the same management framework.

Alternative E woulddesignate 6.34 miles as OHV Opeanpento all modes of travel includingnotorized
vehicles and-bikes,hiking, horsebackand biking The 1393 miles of newouteswould be designated
Limited Non-Motorized. An additional 2.0 miles of reroutes that are not included in Alternative C
would address current impacts to sensitive resources, including big game winter range, raptors, and
culturalresources while improvingaffic flow. Out of the 9.6 total miles ofroutes that would be closed
in this alternativel.55miles would beclosed and decommissioned when the additigmailles d

reroutes has been completéthder this alternative, a trailhead parking area would also be developed
(Option 1 orOption 2)to provide public access to Horsethief Megepproximately 0.2 miles afiew
routewould be constructed to accd3stion 2, if this option is developed in the future, amould be
designated a®HV Open

Table 2.71 Open and Limited RouteDesignations under Alternative E

Designation Miles Percent of Total

OHV Open 6.34 18
Limited NonMotorized 1135 32
Limited Hiking 0.30 <1
Limited to Administrativeand AuthorizedJsa's 1.80 5
Proposed 0.25 <1
(OHV Open)

Proposed 1393 39
(Limited Non-Motorized)
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Designation Miles Percent of Total
Proposed Reroute 1.98 6
(Limited Non-Motorized)
Total 35.% 100

Table 27-2 Closed Routesinder Alternative E

Designation Miles Percent of Total
Closed/Decommissioned 8.10 84
Closed/Decommissioned 1.5 16
(To Be Rerouted)
Total 9.65 100

2.8 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed

Numerous route designation strategies were considered as possible alternatives for the establishment of a
route network within Horsethief Mesa. Tfaur action alternatives were developed through this process,

but other alternativeariations on route designatiowgre also considered and eliminat€drough the
route evaluation process, the BLM dismisapgroximately6.3 miles of proposedoutes from futher
consideration due to their proximity to ttim of the gorgeor because dfheir potentialimpact on
resources and route density within Horsethief MdSdsting route density within Horsethief Mesa is
approximately 9.4 miles of route per square lmi(mi/mi®). Under Alternative Ethe route density would
increase to approximately 16 mi/mi2. Theoriginal 6.3 miles ofproposedoutes not carried forward for
consideration in this EA wouldaveaccoungdfor an additional 2.0 mi/riiwithin Horsethief Mesa.

Routesnot carried forward for analysis in this Ef#e shown in Figure 2-8. Table 2.81 provides a
rationale for the dimissal of each of the proposed routes.

Table 28-1 RoutesConsidered but eliminated from Alternative E

Route | Rationale for Dismissal

.16P, | Eight routes were proposed along the rim of the Rio Grande ,gohyeh is aCongressionally

18P, | designated Wild and Scenic Rivearridor. The designation extends a quarter mile each s

.23P, | from the centerline of the river. In the Horsethief Mesa area, the designated river corric

.39P, | extends beyond the rim of the gorge vehttre proposed routes are located. Since this

40P, | segment of the river corridor is classifiedvékid due to its primitive, substantially

A47P | undeveloped charactieithe BLM has determined that the development of new trail segm

.53P, | would be incompatible with theadsification. Thevild corridor, where scenic quality is

S57P |identified as an fAoutstandingly remar k34
also afforded protection as a visual resource management (VRM) class | area, where tl
is to preclu@ new, intrusive visual contrasts in the landscape.
The rim area also serves as important Bighorn sheep habitat where a stacked trail syst
would substantially fragment habitat and disturb Bighorn sheep, including potentially du
their lambing seasorThe rim and escarpment area also serves as important, suitable ng
habitat for Golden eagles anther raptorsthe later of which are known to nest within this
corridor segment.

.19P, | Thesesegmentsredismissedo avoidanincreasen conflict with recreationatargetshooting

51P | activities public safetybeingthechiefconcern If developedihe segmentsvould pass
throughanareawheretargetshootingcommonlyoccurs potentiallycrossinghroughtheline
of fire of shootes.
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.21P | Thisrouteis aconnectorgcreatinga shortcuttrail in auniquewide drainagethatis partof the
big gamewinter rangebetweer0.48Pand257and227. Loop andintermediatdlowy
downhillsopportunitiesvould continueto existon HorsethiefMesaandon local trail
systems.Dismissing.21Pdecreasethe routedensityin big gamewinter rangethat
provides hiding coverto minimize humanwildlife interactionsasbig gamespeciegisperse
throughthe projectarea. The BLM is attemptng to avoid additionalhabitatfragmentation
in this drainagewherevegetatiorprovidesimportantthermalcoverduringthe winter
months. Theroutelocationis alsowithin in the SevereErosionHazardareawheresoilsare
highly erodible.

.28P, | These proposed segments are within one of the major drainages on Horsethief Mesa w
.33P, | big game winter rangeThe drainage and vegetation provide important hiding and therm
A49P | cover as big game species disperse through the Bisanissing these prages segments,
would preservesome unfragmentedahbitat needetbr hiding cover to minimize human
wildlife interactionsand thermal cover within big game winter range. Their dismissal fur
prevents habitat fragmentation and helps to provide some thedniti@ectivity between Carso
National Forest on the east side of Horsethief Mesa to and through the gorge to the we
rim. Dismissing these segments would also protect erosive soils, prevents disturbance
recreation use and utrlee o0c rwe & thii oan ao fwafstu i

.32P, | Theseproposed segmesiire withincritical big game winter rangeDismissing these routes
.37P, | would preserve some unfragmented habitat needed for hiding cover to minimize

A46P, | human/wildlife interactions and thermal cover within big game winter range, compleme
A7P | to the dismissal of routes .28P, .33P, and .49P. Their didrhigdeer preventhabitat
fragmentation anfielps to providsomehabitatconnectivitybetweerCarsonNationalForest
ontheeastsideof HorsethiefMesato andthroughthe gorgeto thewestrim. Dismissing
these segments wouddso protect erosive sails

.58P | This proposed route would dissect a large block of largely unfragmented land on Horse
Mesa within biggame winter range. Dismissing .58P would also keep route density low
this important habitat, which provides fwme habitat connectivigs wdl as providehiding
cover to minimize humawildlife interactions. Dismissing this segment would also protect
moderately erosive soilmdpreventtheir disturbance within the drainage. Though just
outside the Wild and Scenic River corridor, routed@ser proximity to the rim have greate
impacts on nesting raptors and big horn sheep. In additiorcaiector trail was
intentionallyproposedn the soutlside of the hilby desigrnto provide more feasible year
round access to the rim from the gakarea. However, providing yeesund use or use
much earlier in the year would cause much greater disturbance and intrusion to big gar
species during the winter seaseithin this critical winter range habitat

2.8.1 R.S. 2477

A TMP is not intended to pride evidence, bearing on, or address the validity of any Revised Statute

(R.S.) 2477 assertions. R.S. 2477 rights are determined through a process that is entirely independent of
the BLM's travel management planning process. Consequently, this TMPt didk@anto consideration

R.S. 2477 evidence. The BLM bases travel management planning on purpose and need related to resource
uses and associated access to public lands and waters given consideration to the relevant resources. At
such time as a decisiosiinade on R.S. 2477 assertions, the BLM will adjust its travel routes accordingly.
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The BLM will continue to consider granting ROWSs for or including vehicular use. These ROWSs would
be processed and evaluated under NEPA and be subject to any requiremenisgteom said

evaluation. Upon granting of ROWSs including roads or vehicular ways, these would automatically be
incorporated into this TMP on a casg-case basis.

3.0AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

This chapter includesaescription of the affected environment of Horsethief Mesa and provides analysis

of impacts (environmental consequences) that would result from implementation of the No Action and

Action Alternatives (Chapter 2). An environmental impact or consequencraslification or change to

the existing environment resulting from an action. Impacts can be direct, indirecteshgriongterm,

or permanent . Definitions of these impact <c¢classif
( Commo n T efactatsehvirobmentAs§ues are stated as questions for each resource and resource

use. Unless otherwise specified, the analysis area is defined as area within the Horsethief Mesa

boundaries (Figure.2-1).

In many cases, impacts are analyzed qualitativglgntitative impacts are evaluated when possible. The
evaluation focuses on direct and indirect effects (impacts) on specific resources and resource uses where
they occur, and cumulative impacts when applicable. Data for the existing route networkeeisdby
seasonal employees for the TAR&Hditional Geographic Information System (GIS) databases were used
for mapping, describing relevant resources, and calculating mileages and acreages.

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative effects are direct amulirect incremental effects from implementation of the proposed

changes and projects under each of the alternatives, when added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions (RFBAE CFR Part 1508.7)Past activities are effects trare still present

on the landscapas described under the no action alternatiugture activities are those RFFAs that may
add to cumulative and social effects on the environm@REAs for the Horsethief Mesa area include:

Completion of a MonumemRlan for Rio Grande del Norte National Monument

Ongoing permitted dead and down fuelwood gatheaimd pinyon nut collectian

Hazardous fuelwood reduction in the next 10 to 15 years

Integrated weed management

Developmenand incorporationf the Rio Grarde Trail connectors to the John Dunn Bridge at

the southerportion of Horsethief Mesa arad theCarson National Forebbundary at the

northern portion oHorsethief Mesa as described in the 2018 Rio Grande Trail programmatic EA
9 Future permitted recreational events.

= =4 =8 -8 =9

3.1 Resource Issue 1 Cultural Resources

Issue: How would designation and management of existing routes and constructiomuitoored
routesthrough implementation of the TMP impact cultural resources and their management? How would
reasonable and potentially increased public access and recreation impact cultural fesources

3.1.1 Affected Environment

Cultural resources are defined as specific locetiover 50 years in age of human activity, occupation, or
traditional use identifiable through field inventory, historical documentation, or oral evidence. Cultural
resources include archaeological, historic, and architectural sites and structuress,aaifavell as places
with traditional cultural or religious importance within a social or cultural group. Relevant laws,
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ordinances, policies, regulations and agreements other than NEPA include the Antiquities Act of 1906 (16
USC 88 431433); National Hstoric Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended (54 U.S.C. 88
300101307108); Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16 USC §8i4/70mam); and the

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (25 USC §838(RL

Relevant dtection for considering the effects of the proposed travel network on cultural resources is
provided by Sections 106 and 110 of NHPA, Executive Order 13287, and the Protocol Agreement
between BLM New Mexico and the State Historic Preservation Office (BQ)2). BLM Manuals

81008170 and the Tad’MP (BLM 2012) provide further guidance and policy direction on the
identification, evaluation, management, and protection of cultural resources, as well as tribal consultation.
New roads or other ground disturbiagtivities proposed within Horsethief Mesa are subject to cultural
resources inventory and evaluation under Section 106 of the NHPA.

The NHPA, along with other legislation, requires Federal agencies to consider the effects of an

undertaking on historicrpperties and established the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The

i mpl ementing regulations (36 CFR 800) of the NHPA
historic district, site, building, structure, or object included in, ofl@égor inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places. 0 Historic properties
importance to Native Americans.

The Horsethief Mesa area has been subject to seven previous inventoueagnalrecent inventory of

roads within Horsethief Mesa by BLM contractors (Lewandowski et al. 2020). Collectively, these
inventories have covered less than ten percent of the Horsethief Mesa area acreage. These investigations
have recorded 26 archaeologji sites (10 historic, 11 prehistoric, 5 multicomporieptehistoric/historic)

and 52 isolated finds. These inventories indicate a very high site and isolate density in the Horsethief
Mesa area, suggesting heavy seasonal occupation during the prehisidnistoric periods. Recorded

site types include prehistoric artifact scadtartifact scatters with features, and petroglyphs. Historic sites
include artifact scatters, artifact scatters with features, telephone and transmission lines, and roads. The
ages of most of the prehistoric sites are unknown. Prehistoric sites with datable artifacts and features were
likely in use during the Archaic and Developmental through the Classic Periods and into the Late
Prehistoric Period. The historic sites appedrgaonfined to the Territorial and Americperiods.

Of the 26 recorded sites in the Horsethief Mesa area, 8 have been determined eligible for listing in the
NRHP and 16 have been determined not eligible. Two petroglyph sites are considered unevaluated fo
listing in the NRHP due to the antiquity of their recording but are considered potentially eligible.

3.1.2 Environmental Impacts

The 2014 State Protocol Agreement between the BLM and the New M&Ae@for implementing the
NHPA outlines the Section 106 compliance process for Federal undertakings such as the development of
Travel Management Plans.

Public access to cultural resoasccan present a range of potential impacts, including direct disturbance,
such as artifacts and/or features being driven over contributing to erosion and the destruction of sites in
road cuts, parking areas, and vehicle-péffturnaround areas; artifacollection and looting by visitors;
inadvertent damage to sites resulting fromro#id driving; and visual, audible, and atmospheric effects

that may diminish the integrity of setting or feeling. Higher levels of vehicular traffic tend to pose greater
risks to cultural resource®otential impacts to known cultural sites were considinedach route

during the route evaluation when BLM developed recommendations for designating routes as open,
limited, or closedand the types of use to authoridadividual route reports included in the

Administrative Record for this EA indicate whether the presence of cultural resources directly contributed
to a certain designation.
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To assess impacts to cultural resourdedles 3.1-1 and 3.12 present the miles afesignated routes for

the alternatives that intersect or lie within 100 feet of previously recorded cultural resources. The route
evaluation prioritized routes that intersect or lead to sensitive cultural sites wa@@rf@ot buffer. The

100foot bufferused for the environmental analysis provides a basis for comparison of alternatives.
Routes limited or closed by the action alternatives would be signed, and closed routes may be barricaded
and passively restored. This would give BLM the ability to bettenage and enforce route closures.
Although route limitations and closures lower the potential for damage to cultural sites, the risks to
cultural resources caused by vehicular traffic and illegal collecting would remain under all alternatives to
differing degrees.

Prior to implementation of new routes or the designation of existing routes as open or limited, the area of
potential effect would be subject to Section 106 of the NHPA of 1966 (NHPA; 54 U.S.C. §306108) and
its implementing regulations (36 CF#R0). NRHReligible sites (historic properties) discovered along

routes during future surveys after designation of an official route network, may warrant additional
closures or other measures to avoid adverse effects to historic properties.

Development beither trailheadption 1 orOption 2 would impact cultural resources within Horsethief
Mesa similarly across all action alternativ®ption 1 would be located within an existing clearing on the
landscape an@ption 2 would be located within a previoyslisturbed aredBest management practices
that concentrate users within the footprint of the trailheads, such as fencing or vehicle barriers, would
decrease potential for efite travel and may help to protect cultural resources, both known and
undiscowered.Potential impacts from construction of the trailhead options would be temporary and
limited to the trailhead area. Best management practices would be employed during construction to
reduce constructierelated impactdevelopment of trailhead options would be subject to additional
cultural surveys, consultation with the SHPO, aadstruction could requirgsite-specific analysis under
NEPA.

No known cultural sitearewithin 100 feet of trailhea®ption 1.However, twasites thathave been
recommended eligible for protection under the NRi#within approximatelyl00 meter®f the

proposed trailhead locatighewandowski et al. 2020Y hese are field recommendations and the SHPO
has not yet made a determination on siigibility. This trailhead option would require additional
widening and maintenance of access routes to support publitragbeadOption 2 would be within 100
feet of one known cultural site, thoutte sitehas been determined ineligible for protestunder the
NRHP. This trailhead option would necessitate the construction of a new route to support public use.
Additional surveys would be completed prior to construction of either trailhead option, which would
contribute to a decision by BLM as to whioption would be implemented.

3.1.2.1 Impacts of Alternative A (No Action)

A total of onemile of open routes currently exdstnder Alternative Ahat cross within the 16fot

buffer for cultural resourceshe most of all alternativebinderAlternative A all routeswould remain as

they currently exist without regard to possible conflicts with cultural resources. This alternative would
have ndoenefitto cultural resources because no routes would be ctivdeditedto protect cultural
resources, and usproliferated routes would remain accessible. Monitoring and enforcement of routes is
limited under current management. Cultural sites wouldicoe to be impacted at current or increasing
levels by the ongoing use of existing routes (i.e., through erosion of motorized routes) located on or in
proximity to known cultural sites, as well as those yet to be identified.

3.1.2.2 Impacts of Alternative B (Reource Protection)

UnderAlternative B 0.5 mile of limited designatedouteswould cross within the 10@oot buffer for
cultural sitesnone of which would allow motorized ugEables 3.1-1 and 3.12). Increased monitoring
and enforcement of the route wetk would contribute protection of the cultural sites located along these
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miles of open routes. Mitigation measures would be incorporated as needed to ensure the protection of the
cultural sites along these open routes. Access to known and undiscovarned sites would be minimal

under this alternative, largely due to the amount of route closures and types of use that would be

permitted in Horsethief Mesa.

3.1.2.3 Impacts of Alternative C (Balanced)

Alternative Cwould balance resource use and resource protedinderAlternative G 0.5 mile of open

or limited routeswould cross within the 10@oot buffer for cultural sites (Tabde3.1-1 and 3.12).

Increased monitoring and enforcement of the route network would contribute to protection of the cultural
siteslocated along these miles of open routes. Mitigation measures would be incorporated as needed to
ensure the protection of the cultural sites along open routes.

3.1.2.4 Impacts of Alternative D (Access)

Under Alternative Dpnemile of open and limited designateouteswould cross within the 10@oot

buffer for cultural sites (Tab$8.1-1 and 3.12). Increased monitoring and enforcement of the route

network would contribute to protection of the cultural sites located along these miles of open routes.
Mitigation measures would be incorporated as needed to ensure the protection of the cultural sites along
these open routes. Compared to other action alternatives, this alternative would provide the most
motorized access to areas where undiscovered cuditealmay exist.

3.1.2.5 Impacts of Alternative E (Expanded Route Network)

A total of 0.4 mile of newroutesare proposednd0.9 miles of existingouteswould be designated

thatwould crosswithin the 106foot buffer for cultural resources. Construction of rmewtes would be

subject to the compliance measures described above on-layeesse basis. Reutes to avoid cultural

sites would be considered on some of the routes that cross in closer proximity to cultural sites. With the
proposedi4.18 miles of new outeswhich includes the @5 miles of routes associated with trailhead

option 2,this alternative would increase access to areas where undiscovered cultural resources may exist.
Additional sitespecific survey and analysis would be required before aartsin of new routes could
occur.Increased monitoring and enforcement of the route network would contribute to protection of the
cultural sites locatedlong existing and proposeoutes

Table 3.21 Routes within 100 Feet of a Known Cultural Sitdy Alternative (Miles)

Designation Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
A B C D E

OHV Open 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.2
Limited Non-Motorized 0.0 0.5 03 0.6 0.7
Limited Hiking 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Limited to Administrative 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
andAuthorized Users

Proposed (OHV Open) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Proposed 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 01
(Limited Non-Motorized)

Proposed Reroute 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(Limited Non-Motorized)

Total® 1.0 0.5 05 1.0 13

SourcelLewandowski et al2020

Table 3.1-2 Closed Routeswithin 100 Feet of a Known Cultural Siteby Alternative (Miles)

Designation Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
A B C D E
Closed/Decommissioned 0.0 05 0.2 <0.1 0.1
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Designation Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
A B C D E
Closed/Decommissioned 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(To Be Rerouted)
Total! 0.0 05 0.2 <0.1 0.1

Sourcelewandowski et al. 2020
3.1.2.6 Cumulative Impacts

Past, present, and RFFAs would be monitored to assess impacts to cultural resources. The primary
impacts tacultural resources have traditionally been due to route proliferation. Implementing the TMP is
intended to reduce route proliferation and close routes that are redundant or that-ereldeatiserve

no purpose. All RFFAs would require inventories of utdt resources and any anticipated impacts would

be reviewed at that time. Implementation of the TMP may contribute very little to cumulative impacts and
may have beneficial effects to cultural resourd@é® addition of the futureeasongparkingareas outside

of Horsethief Mesa, identified in Section 2.1.1 of this EA, would increase public access to the area and to
routes near cultural resources.

3.2 Resource Issue 2 Recreation

Issue:How would designation and management of existing routes andwditt of noamotorized
routes through implementation of the TMP impact various recreation opportunities, experiences, and
public land acce§s

3.2.1 Affected Environment

Horsethief Mesa, situated south of the Carson National Forest and north of privateslamatinély used

by visitors from the surrounding communities as well as the neighboring landowners and visitors. It is
also bounded by NM Highway 522 to the east and the Rio Grande Gorge to the west. Although the area
has no facilities Horsethief Mesa pides a broad spectrum of outdoor recreation opportunities.

Motorized routes are used to access the area for camping, hunting, wood gathering, target shooting,
hiking, dog walkingtrail running, mountain biking, and horseback riding, as well as to staeer

contiguous areas of the Carson National Forest adjacent to and north of the planning unit. The Horsethief
Trail is an 11 to 12mile loop that is open yeaiound and provides opportunity for namotorized

activities such as mountain biking, hikiagd horseback ridind his trail delivers intermediate mountain

biking opportunities to the public.

Local organizations, such 8&CTA andthe Taos Mountain Bike Association, have expressed interest in
developing additional trail opportunities that yi¢ddgeted experience outcomes such as challenge and
risk. Many seek out trails that are located using natural features such as topographic contour and slope,
rocks, ridges, drop offs and anchor points to create obstacles, interest and variety in défielilt
corresponding objective of proper design and location is to avoid sqihlaisgat fragmentatiorand

damage to trail tred@d seeDesign Features fdrrails underSection 2.1.9 of this EAAnother quality of

trail planning and design thahhances the recreation experience is the incorporation of stacked loops
which provide users a variety of experiences as well as choices in the length of a trip.

New Mexico BLM-administered lands had more than 3.3 million visits. Total estimated viis Wie
Rio Grande del Norte National Monument in 2020 was 179,939. 2020 visitatlon Taos Valley
Overlook located within the Monument was 50,000 (Figurel}.2
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Figure 3.2-1 Visits to BLM -Administered Land in 2020

® e
‘ 73.1 million visits to BLM From the 3.3 Million
Land in 2020. New Mexico visits:
e B 5% visit Rio Grande
/ i del Norte National
5% were in Monument.
New Mexico. |
12% visit Taos Valley
Overlook.

[7193% visits to other
New Mexico BLM.

Marketing of the Horsethidflesa area has been by local groups and organizations, national biking
associationstravel websitesand is known locallypy word of mouth. Local businesses provide
information about the Horsethief Trail and various online trail applications as welbpkepising social
media platforms post photos, maps and information abo@xisengsingletrack traibk.

Horsethief Mesa receives routine daily use in spring, summer and\fddbughno traffic counters have
been installed, observation sthff, local users and private property owners, indicates that Horsethief
Mesa is becoming more popular. Visitors from Colorado, Utah, Arizona, California, Canada, Texas,
Oklahoma and other parts of New Mexico have been observed in the area.

Thepopulation across the U.S. increadey 7.4 percent (USCB 20204d)om 2010 to 2020 The
population of New Mexico increasé&y 2.8 percent during this time.ads Countyncreased by 4.7
percent, while many of the surrounding counties decred&&siCB 2020b, UNM 220b).

The Outdoor Industry Association tracks and produces reports that discuss outdoor recreation statistics
across the country. The 2019 Outdoor Participation Report demonstrates a trend towards increased
participation in recreation and number of aalnnutdoor outings per individual across the U.S., especially

in youth and young adult demographics (OIA 2019). Treliited activities such as road, mountain, and

BMX biking; running, trail running, and hiking are among the most popular for recreatiarigzants

(OIA 2019). In New Mexico specifically, it is estimated that 65 percent of residents participate in outdoor
recreation annually, and that t he yroaginggharitmor e | i ke
average Americano (Ol A 2017).

Riding e-bikes is gaining in popularity among adaptive bicycle users, seniors, and y«ikiesE

demonstrate an advancement in technology that has the potential to increase access to recreation
opportunities and areas. They may provide a new experiensernfa users who would otherwise not

have the opportunity to participate. Whildiges can be found in urban settings, development lnikes
appropriate for mountain biking, has enabled some people to access more routes with dirt, rock, or gravel
surface.
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Although ebikes have been observed on the TAFO trails, their use appears to be minimal in the area.
Likewise, comments aboutlgkes in public scoping were limited. However, a desire was exprbgsed
members of the publior access on singigack tails. ThePresidential Proclamation that established the
Rio Grande del Norte National Monument preckihtorized trails within the monument. Therefaze
bikes are permitted to be usealy on roads designated OHV open.

3.2.2 Environmental Consequences

The puwlic lands administered by the BLM provide opportunities for many of the recreation activities in
Horsethief Mesa. Upon implementation of the TMP, all current recreation activities would still be allowed
throughout Horsethief Mesa, with the excepidi\lternative B which would not provide OHV use
designationsind therefore eliminate motorized use of the ,a@reept for administrative or authorized

travel As outdoor recreation becomes more popular, recreation use and the resulting demand for
developedecreation opportunities and experiences is expected to increase accordimghver, the

BLM aims to provide a diversity of natural resoutmsed settings for the public to realize a variety of
experiences and outcome benefifgith exception tahe proposed developments around trailheads,
Horsethief Mesa would stilldpredominantlyan undeveloped areavith disperse recreational
opportunites,locatedaway from urban areas.

Routes designated as limited to rootorized use would have a beneficial impact for those seeking a
quiet and physically challenging experiendew sngle-track trail built forshared usenay benefiusers
with additional trail miles, loop options, and trip length optiorometrail segments that may be
constructed usinfpcal or importednaturalmaterials to provide play features, designed as gravity trails,
or directional travemaynot be appropriate for shared use

Legal public access to Horsethief Mesa®jation 1 orOption 2 proposed trailhead parking areas in the
action alternatives may support a diversity of recreation and public uses in the area while resolving the
lack of access and parking on the highwhgulder and private property. With improved access and
trails, Horsethief Mesa woulikely become a more popular destination, such as the Taos Valley
Overlook, which could impact the quiet experience. Howeversus®l uséevels may potentially be

spread betweethe two trail systemdJse would range from frequent, shorter trips to tapenger
durationwhere hikers, bikers and horseman put in more miles

Tables 2.21 and 2.22 present miles of route types by alternative.

3.2.2.1 Impactsof Alternative A (No Action)

Under Alternative A, all existing routes would remain without change in use or desigratimic. access
to the area would continue to be limited withresolvecparking issues along the highway and on private
property. OHV use would not bémited. Though theaoughly 11.5mile Horsethief Trial would continue
to be maintained, ithout designation of existing routdzroughout the area, managemawould continue

to beminimal with limited signs andho user maps, as well asack of enforcement capability. This

would likely lead tacontinuedroute proliferation. Therefore, this alternative would not improve the
overall recreation setting or individual experieicélorsethief Mesa

3.2.2.2 Impacts of Alternative B (Resource Protection)

Alternative B would close approximatel$g.D2miles of routes. Motorized recreation access would be
removed in the area because no routes would be designated as open to OHV usetoNpad,
mechanized travel would be limited 1t.62miles of routes within Horsethief Mesad .14 miles would
be Limited Hiking for climber access
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3.2.2.3 Impacts of Alternative C (Balanced)

Alternative C would designate approximatél@8milesasdesignated OHV Open. Witt25 miles
designated as limited to nenotorized, Alternative C would provide more recreational opportunity in
Horsethief Mesa.

Alternative C would provide a balanced system of routes for thetlngsustainable management of
recreation and other resousc®pen routes would be distributed throughout Horsethief Mesa to provide a
complete network, including loops for motorized and mechanized recreation.5Bmiks of closed

routes consist of redundant routes, lack connectivity, or adversely impastasidn or special status
species. No new singteack trail opportunities would be provided. However, public access to Horsethief
Mesa would improve with the identification and development of a trailhead parking area.

3.2.2.4 Impacts ofAlternative D (Access)

Approximately 1144 miles of routes would be designated OHV Open andSliRiles would be

designated Limited to nemotorized under Alternative DRoutes designated as closed under this
alternative do not add to the recreation experience and primarilystohsedundant routes, shdead
endroutes, routes with impacts to cultural sites or sensitive soils, or create fragmentation. Open routes
would be distributed throughottorsethief Mes#o provide a complete network acess throughout the
area Public accesand parking irHorsethief Mesa would improve with the identification and
development of a trailheadea. No additionalsingletracktrail opportunities would be provided as
requested by mountain biking groups

3.2.2.5 Impacts of Alternative E ExpandedRoute Network)

Approximately6.34miles of routes would be designated OHV Open and@8miles would be

designated Limited to nemotorized. A additionall5.91miles of new normotorized routes, resource
surveydependentwhich, if added would provide increased recreation opportunities for hikers,

equestriag, and mountain bike users. Public access to Horsethief Mesa would improve with the
identification and development of a trailhead parking area. Alternative E would have the greatest benefit
to recreation, largely due to the increase in miles of simgtk trail, designed for a variety of mountain

bike trail difficulty levels and providingdditional loop options and trip lengths.

3.2.2.6 Cumulative Impacts

Past, present, and RFFA®yresult inminor contrasts to thexistinglandscape characteristics. It is
expected that implementation of the TMP would enhance recreation experiences by improving signage,
providing new access and parkjragnd improving route designations to decrease user corflii@018,

the BLM approved aonnection between Horsethief Mesa and the John Dunn Bridge via the Rio Grande
Trail. This connection would increase public access anavitbin Horsethief Mesa and would improve
opportunities for nomotorizedactivities such as hiking, mountain bikirand horseback riding he

addition of theoff-seasorparking areas outside of Horsethief Mesa, identified in Section 2.1.1 of this EA,
would also increase public access and recreation opportunities within the area.

3.3 Resource Issue 3 Soil Resources

Issue:How would designation and management of existing routes and constructionrobtanized
routes through implementation of the TMP impact soil resources, including biological soiP crusts

3.3.1 Affected Environment

Horsethief Mesa is located within the Southiges Plateaus, Mesas, and Foothills major land resource
area 36 (MLRA) (NRCS 2006a). Soil moisture regime in this MLRA is limited, but present when
conditions are suitable for plant growth, and the soil temperature regime is mesic or frigid. The dominant
soil orders within this MLRA are:
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9 Alfisols T comprised of moist and nutrient rich soils

9 Inceptisolsi comprised of soils with a wide range of characteristics and can be found in both
semiarid and humid environments

1 Mollisolsi comprised of base rich andtiée soils

91 Entisolsi comprised of unconsolidated parent material with little soil horizon development

9 Aridisolsi comprised of typically saline or alkaline soils with very little organic matter

characteristic of arid regions.
3.3.1.1 Sensitive Soils

Important characteristics for evaluating the suitability of soils are their susceptibility to erosion, or the
capacity of a sé to limit redistribution and loss of soils (including nutrients and organic matter) by wind,

and steep slopes. For this analysis, slopes over 15 percent are considered steep. Slopes can be calculated
using digital elevation models (DEM) produced by the@®Edlogical Survey (USGS). Within Horsethief

Mesa, approximately 1,198 acres have slopes over 15 percent. Areas with sensitive soil are more
susceptible to accelerated erosion and require specific management consideration.

Wind erosion is physicalweagn of t he earthés surface by wind. Wi|
soil. Small blowout areas may be associated with adjacent areas of deposition at the bases of plants or

behind obstacles, such as rocks, shrubs, fence rows, and road banks. Whid soddiare rated as

having a high, medium, or low potential for wind erodibility. The Natural Resources Conservation

Service (NRCS) groups soils with similar properties together into wind erodibility groups (WEG) to

indicate susceptibility to blowingFigure 3.31 shows the distribution of areas within Horsethief Mesa

with high, medium, and low potential for wind erosion. Most of Horsethief Mesa falls into the low

potential for wind erosion class. Table-3.presents the number of acres within Horsdthesa in each

of the wind erosion risk classes. Note that approximately 13 percent of the area has no available wind

erosion data.

Table 33-1 Wind Erosion Potential on BLM-Administered Lands within Horsethief Mesa

Rating Wind Erosion Potential (acres¥
High 0
Medium 0
Low 1,795
No data for some areas per NRCS 265
Total 2,060

Source: NRC&013
2Wind erodibility group ratings:-B severe, 6 moderate, and-8 slight.

Route use may lead to soil compaction. Soil compaction occurs when soil particles are pressed together;
the pore spaces between them are reduced; and bulk density is increased. This results in decreased
infiltration rates and increased runoff and erosion. Moist, fine textured (clay) soils are most susceptible to
compaction. However, occasionally roads or trails may require additional maintenance or implementation
of additional erosion control measures. NRCS providdssusion hazard ratings for roads and trails that
integrate water erosion potential, slope, and content of rock fragments. A majority of soils in Horsethief
Mesa are considered severely susceptible to erosion on unsurfaced roads and trails (Zable 3.3

Table 33-2 Soil Erosion Hazard within Horsethief Mesa

Erosion Hazard Acres
Moderate 474
Severe 1,321
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Erosion Hazard Acres
Not Rated 265
Total 2,060
Source: NRCS 2013

3.3.1.2 Biological Soil Crusts

Biological soil crusts are an intimate association between soil particles and cyanobacteria, algae,
microfungi, lichens, and bryophytes (in different proportions), which live within or on top of the
uppermost millimeters of soil. These communities are knbwa variety of names, including

cryptobiotic, cryptogamic, and microbiotic soil crusts. They are found in all dryland regions of the world
and in all vegetation types within these lands (Belnap et al. 2007). Biological soil crusts in arid and
semiarid egions are effective in stabilizing soil and reducing soil erosion by water from raindrop impact
and surface runoff (Warren 200INRCS soil surveys categorize soils into soil map units, however
mapping occurs at a scale too broad to identify biologmihtausts. Biological soil crusts within the

TAFO have not been mapped, though are known to occur within Horsethief TWesBotanical Survey
Report (BLM, Crgpddolic sailiwaseresent ih many afieas within the survey extent.
Table 3.33 presents soil map units and expected basal cover of biological soils crusts within Horsethief
Mesa.

Table 3.33 Soil Map Unitswithin Horsethief Mesa

Soil Map Unit Ecological Site ID Acres Basal Cover of Biological
Soil Crusts
Amalia-Manzano FO48AYO11NMi 663 unknown
associatio, steep Ponderosa Pinie Rocky
Mountain Juniper 1:250*

Manzano clay loam, 3 tg RO36XBO06NMi Loamy 57 0%
5 percent slopes
OrthentsCalciorthids RO51XA006NMi Loamy? 251 unknown
association, very steep
OrthentsRock outcrop | RO51XA006NMi Loamy? 236 unknown
association, very steep
Rock outcrop, very steef RO36XBO01NMi Breaks 234 0%
Sedillo-Silva association] RO36XA004NMi Gravelly 171 0%
strongly sloping Slopes
Silva-Sedillo association| RO36XBO06NMi Loamy 417 0%
gentlysloping
Water N/A 32 N/A

Source NRCS 201 NRCS 2021

1Accordingto the NRCS, this is an obsolete site description that no longer meets current standards and is no longer considered a
viable ecologicalsite concept.

2This is adraft Ecological Site ID that isither incomplete or has not undergone quality control and quality assurance review.

3.3.2 Environmental Impacts

Soils within Horsethief Mesa are susceptible to impacts from compaction and disturbance, which can lead
to accelerad erosion and soil loss, changes in soil chemistry, and/or disturbance of route tread. Surface
disturbances generally increase soil susceptibility to erosion and compaction, which increases the
potential for offsite movement, salinity, and sediment defive streams. Management actions that

involve surface disturbing activities; a reduction in vegetation ¢treanpling and the use of vehicles

and heavy machinery can result in such impacts. This is especially true in areas where natural erosion
rates are high because of soil typendition,or slope.
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Travel across soils can create fugitive dust. Fugitive dust caenesajed by OHVs and passenger
vehicles anaan settle on vegetation in the area. The dust generated by travel activities depends on
several factorgcludingwind, frequency and timing of precipitation events, soil and dust particle size,
and effectivenesof dust control measures.

The types of motorized routes vary withilorsethief MesaTwo track routes create a wider footprint

than asingletrackfor motorcycles or nomotorized travel. Routes located on steep slopes and in areas
with fragile, exposedoils are vulnerable to disturbance. The displaced soil particles can be transported
by wind, water, or other natural and anthropogenic forces. Traveling on routes during the spring season,
or other times of year with higher soil moisture content (ifeer a recent precipitation event), could lead

to rutting, compaction, accelerated runoff, erosion, and increased sedimentation in rivers and streams
outside of Horsethief Mes&ediment transport can be reduced by route maintenance, including
installationof culverts where appropriate, and other BMPs. T&R®&4 through Table3.3-7 provide a
summary of route mileage of open or limited routes locatesradiblesoils under each alternative.

There are no routes under any alternative through severe oratedgerodible soils.

Development of either trailhead option 1 or optican2off-seasorparking areagvould impact soil

resources within Horsethief Mesa similarly across all action alternatives. Both options are located within
areas that havymoderate or high potential for erosion. Soils in these areas would likely become more
compact with increased use, which would reduce the chance for growth of a protective vegetative cover in
the surrounding area. Where soils are bare, fugitive dust mgenteeated, which can move soil particles

away from the site. Compacted soils may alter drainage patterns at a local scale, concentrating the surface
penetration and the overland flow of water away from the parking area, moving sediment and eroded
materialelsewhere.

TrailheadOption 1 would require additional widening and maintenance of access roads to accommodate
public use, thus displacing more soils and providing increased opportunity for erosion away from the
project area compared to existing condisigbption 2 would encompass a larger area, and therefore

would impact more soils, compared@ption 1.However, this option would be constructed on soils with
moderate erosion hazard compared to the s@resion hazard soils for option@ption 2 wouldrequire
construction of a new access route to accommodate publi€Qiseasomparking areas are both less

than %2 an acreachwithin previous disturbance along a paved road to the County transfer station.

Best management practices that concentraesugithin the footprint of the trailheads, such as fencing or
vehicle barriers, would decrease potential forsitié travel and may help to protect against increased
trampling, erosion, and compaction in the surrounding &etential impacts from consction of the
trailhead options would be temporary and limited to the trailhead Besamanagement practices would
be employed during construction to reduce construetitated impacts such runoff potential.
Development of trailhead optioasd conneor routeswould be subject to additional surveys and
constructiorcould requirdurthersite-specific analysis under NEPA.

3.3.2.1 Impacts ofAlternative A (No Action)

Under Alternative Athere would be no changesdocess or use within Horsethief Mesa. Weathering and
erosion would be expected to continue at current levels or increase with increased route use. No new
routes would be constructed under tiisrnative.

Alternative A would have thgreatest impact osoils, with17.6 miles of opermotorizedroutes located

on soils with severe erosion hazaadd10 miles of open motorized routes on soils with moderate erosion
hazard(Tables 3.3-4 through 3.37). These routes would be more susceptible to erosion anid wo
contribute to sedimentation intdfsite rivers and streams.
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Soil compaction and rutting of existing routes would continue and unauthorizeetotogsy travel

would continue to compact soils and damage vegetation. The highly erodible soils ét@rateas
would continue to degrade at current or increased levels over time. Compaction would decrease
infiltration of moisture andncrease runoff and erosion. Routes located on steep slopes would also be
prone to increased runoff and erosion, leadintpé formation of rill and gullies if left unmitigated.

3.3.2.2 Impacts ofAlternative B (Resource Protection)

Alternative B would have the least impact and provide the greatest benefit to soil resources compared to
the other alternativeRoutes that were deteimed to adversely impact soil resources would be closed to
OHYV use, and would instead be allowed to passively restore, thus decreasing potential for unchecked
erosion and sedimentation acrétwrsethief MesaConcentrating use to specific managed routes/aw

from erodible soils would also prove beneficial in the long t&atential for fugitive dust from OHVs

and passenger vehicles is lowest under this altern&ougtes on slopes fifteen percent or greater would
continue to pose the risk of erosion, tgbhiecause there is no public OHV use allowed under this
alternative impacts would likely be minimal.

Under Alternative Botal of 8.0 miles of open or limited routes would be located on lamitls severe
erosionhazardand 39 miles of open or limited routes would be located on lands with moderate erosion
hazard(Tables 3.4 through 3.37). Soil compaction and rutting of existing routes would decrease as
compared to Alternative Aspecificallyon 96 miles of routes on soilsithh severe erosion hazard and 6.1
miles of routes on soils with moderate erosion hazspgroximaely 75 miles of routes would be

located on steep slopes, 6.9 midésvhich would allow normotorizedbike use (Tables 3-8 and 3.29).

3.3.2.3 Impacts ofAlternative C (Balanced)

Alternative C would provide a balance of protection soil resources. Wtidenative Climitations on

motorized use in areas with sensitive or erodible soils would protect soil resources as well as soils within
the route tread. As motorized routes erode due to use over time, additional maintenance would be
necessary to prevent impactful dadation of the route tread and soils bene&giproximately 101 miles

of routes located on steep slopes would continue to pose the risk for increased erosion, including 1.3
miles of routes open to OHV use (Tables-8.8nd 3.29).

A total of 10.8 miles of open or limited routes would be located on soils with @igkion hazard, and 7.3
miles of open or limited routes on soils with moderate erosion hazard (TablkeshBddigh 3.37). Under
Alternative C, soil compaction and rutting and damageladvdacrease as compared to existing
conditions Approximately 58 miles of routes would be closed on soils with severe erosion hazard, and
2.6 miles of routes would be closed on soils with moderate erosion hazard.

3.3.2.4 Impads of Alternative D (Access)

Under Alkernative D there would be minimal restrictions on the type of route use, which would increase
potential for increased compaction, loss of soil structure, and alteration of drainage across a larger area
over time, compared to other alternatives. As motarinutes erode due to use over time, additional
maintenance would be necessary to prevent impactful degradation of the route tread and soils beneath.
Potential for fugitive dust from OHVs and passenger vehicles is greatest under this alternative.
Approximately 12 miles of routes located on steep slopes would continue to pose the risk for increased
erosion, including miles of routes open to OHV use (Tables-8.8nd 3.3).

Under Alternative Da total 0of15.8 miles of open or limited routes would be lteh onsoils with seves

erosion hazard, and 8.4 miles of open or limited routes on soils with moderate erosion hazard (Fables 3.3
4 through 3.37). Under Alternative D, soil compaction and rutting would decrease as compared to
Alternative A.Approximatelyl.7 miles of routes would be closed on soils with severe erosion hazard,
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and 1.5 miles of routes would be closedsoils with moderaerosion hazard, the least of all action
alternatives.

3.3.2.5 Impacts ofAlternative E (Expanded Route Network)

Impacts from Aternative E would be similar to those discussed for Alternaivélowever the proposed
new routes wouldesult in additional impacts &oils in Horsethief Mesapproximately14.6 miles of
new proposed routes would be constructed on soils with severe erosion hadald miles of proposed
new routes would be located on slopes fifteen percent or grelateever, 0.1of those proposed miles

over soils with severe erosion hazard ateep slopes would only be constructed if trailf@gtion 2
were implementedlhe impact from route construction would be greatgracts from managingse on
existing routes, as would the formation of fugitive darsdl erosion and sediment transpomvdsteep
slopes|In the long term, impacts from use on thase routes would be similar to other nomotorized

routes in the aredhe approximately 0.1 miles of proposed OHV open routes would be constructed over

a previously disturbedump andwvould likely not create additionampacts compared to existing

conditions.
Table 3.34 Open and Limited Designated Routes through Areas with Severe Erosion Hazard
(Miles)
Designation Alternative A | Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
B C D E
OHV Open 176 0.0 3.1 6.5 2.9
Limited Non-Motorized 0.0 6.7 7.7 7.6 7.1
Limited Hiking 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Limited to Administrative 0.0 1.3 1.1 1.7 13
Use
Proposed New 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1
(OHV Open)
Proposed New 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.1
(Limited Nor-Motorized)
Proposed New Reroute 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4
(Limited Nor-Motorized)
Total® 176 8.0 119 158 259
SourceNRCS 2013
Table 3.35 Closed Routeghrough Areas with Severe Erosion HazardMiles)
Designation Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
A B C D E
Closed/Decommissioned 0.0 9.6 5.8 1.7 5.3
Closed/Decommissioned 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
(To Be Rerouted)
Total! 0.0 96 58 1.7 6.3

SourceNRCS 2013

Table 3.36 Open and Limited DesignatedRoutesthrough Areas with Moderate Erosion Hazard

(Miles)
Designation Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
A B C D E

OHV Open 10 0.0 3.9 4.9 34
Limited Non-Motorized 0.0 3.5 3.3 3.3 2.7
Limited Hiking 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1
Limited to Administrative 0.0 0.4 <0.1 0.1 05
Use

BLM HorsethiefMesaTravel ManagemerRlan Decenber 2021

Environmental Assessment

3-38




Designation Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
A B C D E
OHV Open 10 0.0 3.9 4.9 34
Proposed New 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1
(OHV Open)
Proposed New 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7
(Limited Non-Motorized)
Proposed New Reroute 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6
(Limited Norn-Motorized)
Total® 10 39 7.3 8.4 8.1
SourceNRCS 2013
Table 3.37 ClosedRoutesthrough Areas with Moderate Erosion Hazard(Miles)
Designation Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
A B C D E
Closed/Decommissioned 0.0 6.1 2.6 15 2.6
Closed/Decommissioned 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6
(To Be Rerouted)
Total! 0.0 6.1 2.6 15 3.2

SourceNRCS 2013
Table 3.38 Open and Limi

ted Designated Routes on Slopes 15 Perc

ent or Greafdfiles)

Designation Alternative A | Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
B C D E
OHV Open 13.3 0.0 13 3.0 13
Limited Non-Motorized 0.0 6.9 7.9 7.9 7.1
Limited Hiking 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.2
Limited to Administrative 0.0 0.7 0.6 0.8 0.7
Use
Proposed New 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1
(OHV Open)
Proposed New 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.7
(Limited Nor-Motorized)
Proposed New Reroute 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2
(Limited Nor-Motorized)
Total! 13.3 7.5 101 12.0 20.3
SourceNRCS 2013
Table 3.39 Closed Routes on Slopes 15 Percent or Greai@iles)
Designation Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
A B C D E
Closed/Decommissioned 0.0 56 3.2 1.3 29
Closed/Decommissioned 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
(To Be Rerouted)
Total? 0.0 56 3.2 1.3 3.9

SourceNRCS 2013

3.3.2.6 Cumulativelmpacts

A majority of the soils in the Horsethief Mesa area have a low potential for wind erosion, but a severe
erosion hazard rating. Past, present, and RFFAs including recreational OHV use would affect sail
compaction and erosion. Over time, soil comais near closed, and to some degree limited, routes are
expected to improve. The BLM would require BMPs for soil protection applicable across all RFFA
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project disturbances. Implementation of the TMP would contribute minimally to cumulative impacts to
soil resourcesThe addition of the futureeasongbarking areas outside of Horsethief Mesa, identified in
Section 2.1.1 of this EA, would increase public access and use within the area and routes on erodible
soils.

3.4 Resourcelssue 4i Transportation and Access

Issue: How would designation and management of existing routes and constructiomuftanned
routes through implementation of the TMP impact public motorized andnodorized access, and
adjoining private property accéss

3.4.1 Affected Environment

The puwlic currently accesses Horsethief Mesa via NM Highway 522 and USFS land to the northeast, and
illegally via private land to the south. There are no trailheads in the Horsethief area. The level of use that
is occurring, particularly duringpring summerandfall has made parking a premium, leading many

users to park either on private land or on the highway shoulder ie@as&ounty transfer station. Route
proliferation and unauthorized access to Horsethief Meseoanenon andhave led to private landowns
installing signs and traffic control devices (speed bumps) to curb public use of those areas. A
comprehensive route inventory was completed, to the greatest extent possible to include all motorized and
nonrmotorized routes used by the public and fonpted uses within the Horsethief Mesa area. The

route inventory datas@icludesapproximately 2913 miles of existing routes located on BEM

administered land. The routes were evaluated for designation based on access and recreational uses,
including hikng, mountain biking, OHVs, etc.

The routes were classified based on maintenance level, jurisdiction, and whether the route permits
motorized or normotorized useBLM routes are assignedmaintenance level of one through five was
considered, with oneepresenting the lowest level of maintenance and five representing the highest. Most
routes would be designated with the lowest or no maintenance levels except for a primary access route
from a state highway. Within the BLM road maintenance standardstaslorbutes used by 4WD or

high clearance vehicles are typically not maintained to a road design standard. The primary access route
from a state highway would be considered a Resource Road and probably assigned moderate
maintenance. Trails for use by hum@owered means of transport would be maintained according to
recreation experience outcomes and environmental sustainability.

3.4.1.1 FuelwoodGathering

Fuelwood gathering is a popular activity within Horsethief Mesa. Special forest products, plant materials
like pinyon nutsseeds, berries, and firewood, may be collected onBdministered lands in select

field offices in New Mexico, including TAFO. Peits are not required for a reasonable amount of
personal, noitommercial use of specific resources per household annually, as identified by BLM New
Mexico office (BLM 2020b). Collection or removal of larger amounts of special forest products would
requirea Forest Product Permit. This permit is supplemented by Special Stipulations to which the
permitted user must adhere. Becauseaaidte, or crossountry, OHV use is prohibited in Horsethief

Mesa, gathering of special forest products is largely influebgextcess via transportation routes.

3.4.2 Environmental Impacts

Tables 22-1 and 2.2 present total miles of open, closed, and limited routes under each of the
alternatives. Travel management designations would not affect BLM ROWSs, permitted uses, County or
State roads, or other valid existing rights. Restrictions apply only to motorized public access and
recreational OHV use. All roads designated as open, closed, or limited for motorized use are available for
nonmotorized use.
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Measures to protect natural atudtural resources may reduce opportunities for tresfalted activities,
including access for fuelwood gathering. These decisions would resulvénsémpacts by limiting
accessibility and availability of public lands and featukegal public accesto Horsethief Mesa would

be improved with the development@ption 1lor 2 trailhead parking aresainder all action alternatives.
Trailhead option 1 would be located on an existing route and would provide for fast access to the
Horsethief Mesa route netnk. Access routes for this trailhead option would be widened and maintained
for public useTrailhead option 2 would be located closer to the County transfer station and to private
property, which may contribute to trespass in the area. This trailhdad wutuld be larger than option

1, thus it may provide for more parking and public use of Horsethief Miasatwo proposed smadff-
seasorparking areas located along the road to the County transfer station would prositky@ate

place to park duringvinter months when the soil is saturated or there is snow on the grigtdlimits
access for some passenger vehicksth Trailhead optios andoff-seasorparking areasvould require
additional coordination with USFS to secuoad use agreement instrumentexisting routes within the
Carson National Forest in order to connect to the Horsethief Mesa route network.

3.4.2.1 Impacts ofAlternative A (No Action)

The No Action Altenative would maintain existing conditions and management and would not result in
any route closures. Use and travel by motorized anehmatorized vehicles would be allowed on all
existing routes except where not currently permitidmllegal public access parking would be provided
which would not resolve issues with parking on the highway shoulder and private prafghgut
designation of existing routes there would be continuing lack of management in the form of signs and
user maps, as well as laskenforcement capability. This would likely lead to continued-aseated

route proliferation and illegal access via private land.

3.4.2.2 Impacts ofAlternative B (Resourc®rotection

Under Alternative B, motorized public accésshe Horsethief Mesa area uld be restrictedn all

routes. Thisvould includel6.02miles of route closures, and trelistributionof uses to a select few
norrmotorized routesAccess for fuelwood gathering woube precludedandopportunities for non
motorized recreatiowould decreaseAlternative Bwould impact motorized travel by limiting many

routes to nommotorized or administrative uses. Closures would create the need for installation of gates,
barricades, and other closure devices to enforce the travel restrictionsirggreigning, and user maps

are also techniques for closing and/or managing the route network. FigudreHbws which routes

would be open and closed under Alternative B.

3.4.2.3 Impacts ofAlternative C (Balanced)

Alternative C would clos8.56 miles of routegTable 22-2). Access would be limited to administrative
and authorized users (i.e., private landowners or permitteds)®miles of the existing routes.
Approximately6.98miles of existing routes wouldmein open for publi©HV use. Under Alternative
C, some existing primitive roads would be closed. With the closure of routes, signage andvibautters
be necessanp enforce these closures. Motorized acceshuating, anduelwood and forest products
would decrease, compared to existing conditions.

3.4.2.4 Impacts ofAlternative D (Access)

Alternative D would prioritize acce$s Horsethief Mesa faall usersAlternative Dwould allow OHV

use onll44 miles of open routes. It would result in the fewest dleswf allactionalternatives3.4

miles of existing routeglable 2.22) andlimit access to authorized users 84 miles of routes, leaving

12 45 miles limited for normotorized use. Alternative D would provide a high level of motorized access,
but wauld not allow for a comprehensive, diverse transportation system. Motorized adeessrig and
fuelwood resources would be maximized under this alternative.
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3.4.2.5 Impacts ofAlternative E (Expanded Route Network)

While route closure and use limitations mayede access to certain areas within Horsethief Mesa,
construction of new proposed routes would imprwaasportatiorthroughout the area. Development of
new access.g. proposed new routes) may increase opportunities for travel related activities and
fuelwood gathering. Rerouting of specific routes waukintainaccess and flow of users through
Horsethief Mesa. Motorized access to fuelwood resources would be similar to Alte@)aiweever
new routes would increase namotorized access féwnting anduelwood and forest product gathering.

3.4.2.6 Cumulative Impacts

Past, present, and RFFAs may impact the transportation network. Implementation of the TMP would
close routes that aredundant or deaend spurs that serve no purpose. It is expected that implementation
of the proposed TMP would improve transportation by improving signage and improving route
designations to decrease user conflict and resource degraéatiore wood cdecting of down and dead
fuels and forestry and thinning projects may improve the health and ecological diversity of tidearea.
addition of the futureseasongparking areas outside of Horsethief Mesa, identified in Section 2.1.1 of this
EA, would increase legal public access to the area and to routes used for fuelwood gathering.

3.5 Resourcelssue 51 VegetationCommunities, Special Status Plant Species,
and Invasive, NonrNative Plant Species

Issue: How would designation and management of existing routesoastruction of nomotorized
routes through implementation of the TMP impact vegetation communities, the distribution and spread of
invasive, nomative plant species, and BLM special status plant species (BSPS)

3.5.1 Affected Environment

General managemeand regulatory authority for vegetation communities and invasivenative

species is described in the Taos RMP (BLM 2013ation 2.1.7Appendix G of the RMP provides

more detailed guidance for special status species management. The Taos RMPutifég)goals and
objectives for terrestrial vegetation communities that are also relevant to travel management.planning

3.5.1.1 VegetationCommunities

Horsethief Mesa lies primarily within the Arizona/New Mexico Plateau Ecoregion, which is a transitional
regionbetween forestovered mountainous areas and the lower, hotter Mohave Basin. It is generally
characterized by sparse, semiarid grasslands, and tablelands (USEPA 2016). The landscape is generally
dry, though regional topography may cause variation in gtatgn. The portion of this ecoregion that
encompasses Horsethief Mesa is dominated by piwtper woodland and big sagebrush shrubland and
steppe (Table 3:%).

The USGS LANDFIRE existing vegetation dataset (2017) was used to determine theafneegetation
community types present in Horsethief Mesa. The variety of vegetation communities provides habitat for
a diversity of wildlife species. One of the more prevalent vegetation types in the area, sagebrush
communities are comprised of slaywowingwoody species that generally exhibit a delay in recovery

from impacts in comparison to herbaceous vegetation, such as grassland species. This dataset identifies
approximately 102 acres of open water in Horsethief Mesa, however rather than natural pakets or

this is due to two earthen stock tanks constructed to impound viRiparian and wetland vegetation
communities are not present within the area.

Table 3.51 Vegetation Communities within Horsethief Mesa

Community Type Acres
Aspen ForestWoodland, and Parkland 1
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Community Type Acres
Big Sagebrush Shrubland and Steppe 523
Deciduous Shrubland 14
Douglasfir-Ponderosa Pinkodgepole Pine Forest and Woodland 9
Grassland <1
Greasewood Shrubland 51
Introduced Annual and Biennial Forbland <1
Introduced Perennial Grassland and Forbland 1
Open Water 102
PinyonJuniper Woodland 1,355
Salt Desert Scrub 1
Sand Shrubland 1
Aspen Forest, Woodland, and Parkland 1
Total 2,060

SourceLANDFIRE 2017
3.5.1.2 BLM SensitiveSpecies

There are no federally listed plant species documented or with potential to occur in Horsethief Mesa
(USFWS 2019 ECOS). The BLM Sensitive Species with potential to occur in Horsethief Mesa are
discussed in Section 3.5.3.TheBLM will follow the BMPs presented in Appendi® of the Taos ROD
and RMP (BLM 2012a) to prevent impacts to vegetation and special status species.

3.5.1.3 Special Status PlanSpecies

The BLM Special Status Species Management Manual (BLM 2008) defines special status species as 1)
species Bted or proposed for listing under the ESA and 2) species requiring special management
consideration to promote their conservation and reduce the likelihood and need for future listing under the
ESA. All Federal candidate species, proposed species, asttdalpecies in the 5 years following

delisting are conserved as BLM Sensitive Species (BLM 2008). Species identified on the BLM Watch

List have no management impact, whereas BLM Sensitive Species should be conserved to avoid potential
future listing undethe ESA.

The 2019 Taos Field Office BLM Sensitive Plant Sp
potential for occurrence in Horsethief Mesa (BLM 2019). Suitable habitat information for each species

was crosseferenced with habitat identified peesent within Horsethief Mesa. If habitat in Horsethief

Mesa was identified as suitable for a species, then the species is assumed to have the potential to occur for
the purposes of the analysis in this EA. Species with potential to occur in Horsetsefké included in

Table 3.52. Additionally, BLM reviewed a Endangered, Threatened, Proposed, Candidate, and

Sensitive species, and Critical Habitspecies list from USF8arson National Foreand determined

that no additional species had the potdrit occur in Horsethief Mes@&he TAFO, in partnership with

USGS, is in the process of developing preliminary models to identify potential for occurrence and suitable
habitat and for BLM Sensitive Species. This data would be used to inform future nmgnéiod planning

efforts. If construction of new routes were to occur, preconstruction surveys would be completed to avoid
impacts to BLM Sensitive Species.

Table 35-2 BLM Sensitive Speciewith Potential to Occur in Horsethief Mesa
Common Name Scientific Name Habitat Status

Ri pl ey6s mi | k| Astragalus ripleyi Pinyonjuniper and Verified in
sagebrush communities TAFO, G3/S3
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Common Name Scientific Name Habitat Status
Taos springparsely Cymopterus spellenbergii | Pinyonjuniper and Douglas | Verified in
fir-ponderosa pine TAFO,
communities, TaoRlateau | G2/S2
canyon rims
Clipped wild buckwheat Eriogonum lachnogynum | Pinyonjuniper communities,| Verified in
var. colobum open sandy or gypseous TAFO,
limestone ridges T2/S2

Source: BLM 2019, NatureSer2®21

35131 Ripl

ey oO6s

Mi

Ripleyd s

kvetch

ft.

mi | Astvagatusripleyoccurs within sagebrush, pinygumiper woodland, and Gambel

oak thickets in ponderosa pine forest at elevations of B00® 5 0 Ri pl eybds

mi

kve:

BLM and USFS as sensitive, New Mexico State listed as Vulnerable, Globally Vulnerable, and has a New
Mexico Rare Plant Scorecard rating of Weakhyn€grvedFutureBLM TAFO SSPS Surveys for

Ri pl ey 6 s wilhbe tokpletetl ¢ h

3.5.1.3.2 TaosSpringparsley

Taos springparsleyOymopterus spellenberyiiypically grows among basalt boulders that cover much of

the Taos Plateau and form caprock along canyons rims. It occasionally grows in soils derived from
metamorphic rock or in sandy draws. The plant community is open-pifigrer woodland or Douglas
fir-ponderosa pine forest at elevations of 6;8(DO0 ft. Taos springparsley is listed by the BLM as

sensitive, New Mexico State listed as Endangered, Globally Imperiled, and has a New Mexico Rare Plant
Scorecard rating of Under Conserved. BLM TAFO SSPSes for Taos sprinpgarsleywill be

completed in the future.

3.5.1.3.3 Clipped Wild Buckwheat

Clippedwild buckwheat Eriogonum lachnogynum var. coloblutgpically grows in open sandy or
gypseous limestone ridges and edges of mesas, such as the Rio Grande @isrgejLiniper
woodlands at elevations of 6,82(0640 ft. Clipped wild buckwheat is listed by the BLM as sensitive,

New Mexico State listed as Imperiled, Globally Uncommon but Not Rare, and has a New Mexico Rare

Plant Scorecard rating of Weakly Consen@dM TAFO SSPS Surveys falipped wild buckwheavill

be completed in the future

3.5.1.4 Invasive, Nonnative Plant Species

Noxious weeds and invasive, noative species are exotic plant species that may harm native plant
communities and degrade wildlife halbitable 3.53 presents invasive, norative (weed) species with

potential to occur in Horsethief Mesa. These species are highly competitive and can efammete
native vegetation, especially on disturbed soils such as roadsides. Once establishapgetties decrease

wildlife habitat value, reduce livestock range productivity, and increase management costs. The BLM
considers plants as weeds if they have been introduced into an environment where they did not evolve.

These plants often have no natweaémies or limitations on spread and reproduction.

Weeds management guidance is provided by The Programmatic Treatment Plan for the Rapid Response

to Weeds (BLM 2010), Departmental Manual 517, as well as the following laws and Executive Orders:

ExecutiveOrder 13112, Invasive Species; the Federal Noxious Weed Act of 1974; the New Mexico

Noxious Weed Management Act of 1978; the Noxious Weed Control Act of 2004; and the Federal Plant

Protection Act of 2000 (Public Law 1&24).
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In June 2020, the New Mexid@epartment of Agriculture updated the New Mexico Noxious Weed List

to include 47 species targeted as noxious weeds for control or eradication (NMDA 2020). Of these, 18
species are classified as Class A noxious weeds; 10 are classified as Class B rexdsysnd 13 are
classified as Class C noxious weeds. The remaining 6 species are listed as Watch List Species. Most of
the weed infestations iHorsethief Mesaccur along roads, where the BLM and the counties regularly
patrol and treat as needed.

3.5.1.4.1 Class ANoxious Weed Species

Class A species are currently not presemeém Mexico orhave limited distribution. Preventing new
infestations of these species and eradicating existing infestations is the highest priority. Faligs3.5
the three Class A weegpecies with potential to occur in Horsethief Mesa.

3.5.1.4.2 Class B Noxious Weed Species

Class B Species are limited to portions of the State. In areas with severe infestations, management should
be designed to contain the infestation and stop any further spread3Teblgsts the one Class B weed
species with potential to occur in HordefrMesa.

3.5.1.4.3 Class C Noxious Weed Species

Class C species are widespread in the State. Management decisions for these species are determined at the
local level, based on feasibility of control and level of infestation. Tabt8 8ss the five Class C weed
species with potential to occur in Horsethief Mesa.

3.5.1.4.4 Watch List Noxious Weed Species

Watch List noxious weed species are species of concern in the State. These species have the potential to
become problematic. More data is needed to determine if thesesphould be listed. There are no
Watch List noxious weed species with potential to occur in Horsethief Mesa.

Table 35-3 NoxiousWeeds with Potential to Occur inHorsethief Mesa

Common Name Scientific Name Status
Black Henbane Hyoscyamus niger Class A
Canada Thistle Cirsium arvense Class A
Spotted knapweed Centaurea biebersteinii Class A
Perennial Pepperweed Lepidium latifolium Class B
Cheatgrass Bromus tectorum Class C
Jointed Goatgrass Aegilops cylindrica Class C
Musk Thistle Carduus nutans Class C
Russian Knapweed Acroptilon repens Class C
Siberian EIm Ulmus pumila Class C

Source: Ashigh et al. 2010, NMDA 2016, NMDA 2020, NMSU 2020
3.5.2 Environmental Impacts

The analysis of effects to vegetation communities eeaslucted by evaluating the miles of route

designations within each vegetation type, under each alternative. Travel on roads and trails could increase
route width and the area of disturbance to soils and vegetation. This could result in increased afiortality
adjacent native vegetation, soil compaction, rutting, surface runoff, and subsequent erosion. Impacts

would be greatest in areas of concentrated use that are not maintained or improved. Ruts created by OHVs
could disrupt hydrologic patterns by providiohannels for concentrated flow and alter habitat conditions

for native plant species. Damage to, or loss of, individual plants could affect community structure, which

in turn would affect habitat suitability for plant and wildlife species. T&Bl&4 and 3.5-5 present the
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miles of route designations within the major vegetation typtsn Horsethief Mesainder each
alternative.

All action alternatives involve some degree of route limitation or closure. Route closure alone does not
necessarily equate & reduction of invasive, namative vegetation. It is anticipated that eventually closed
routes would return to a more natural condition and some diminishment of invasive, nonnative vegetation
concentrations would occur along closed routes through tegitefforts. This could result in an increase

in native plant growth. A reduction in length and density of the route network would also reduce the
potential for interaction with existing infestations and resulting introduction of invasive, nonnative

species to previously ufinfested areas. Limiting routes to administrative or authorized users would

reduce the amount of vehicle traffic and therefore would reduce the likelihood of introducing new
populations of invasive, nemative species.

Development of ¢her trailheaddption 1 orOption 2andoff-seasormparkingwould impact vegetation
communities within Horsethief Mesa similarly across all action alternafivaheadOption 1 would be
located within an existing clearing in deciduous shrubland vegetatiof raiffteadOption 2 would be
located within a previaly disturbed area in big sagebrush shrubland vegetatiereaff-season

parking areas occur in previously disturbed areas in pinyon juniper wooBlateetial impacts from
construction of the trailhead options would be temporary and limited to itne&charea. Best
management practices would be employed during construction to reduce constelat@shimpacts.

Best management practices that concentrate users within the footprint of the trailheads, such as fencing or
vehicle barriers, would decreapotential for offsite travel and may help to prevémtreasedrampling

or denuding of vegetatiois trampling does occur, species composition may shift to those more suited
to disturbance or modified soils. Vegetation may be crushed, sheared, aiedpend young plants

would have decreased success establiskingjtive dust is more likely in these areas, which may drift
away from trailheads and impede vegetative growth.

TrailheadOption 1 would require additional widening and maintenance of access routes to support public
use. Disturbance associated with these activities, such as trampling, denuding, or interference of fugitive
dust, would increase potential for impacts to nearlgetagion. Trailhea®ption 2 would cover a larger

area. Peripheral vegetation communities would be impacted to a larger extent, and higher levels of use
and access would increase trampling of individual plamispared t@ption 1. Off-seasorparking area

are both less than %2 an acre and occur along an existing paved road to the County transfer station.

Non-native, invasive species may have a greater potential to be spread with user concentration within
Horsethief Mesa. Disturbed areas may allow forasgablishment of nenative, invasive species if the
native vegetation communities are inhibited from succeduiicguse ofonsistent travel or disturbance.
Development of trailhead options would be subject to additional surveysitaesgdecific analysis under
NEPA.

3.5.2.1 Special Status PlanBpecies

The impacts effects zone ftbre alternativesanges fron207 100meters, depending on the intensity,
extent, and duration of surface disturbance. Direct impacts could result from consfroppémation,

and/or maintenance related activities within and adjacent to propeserbutes and trailhea@ihese
activities could immediately displace or acutely stress SSPS individuals and/or reduce or degrade
available habitat for SSPS. Potentialiredt impacts to SSPS and the ecological processes that sustain
them include, but are not limited to, changes in the following habitat conditions: ground cover, soil
nutrient flows and processes, hydrological flows and processes, solar exposure, thesmélgitive

dust loads, nomative species dispersal, habitat connectivity and/or fragmentation, and pollinator and
dispersal agendwisitation behaviors.
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